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from the WSA study status by Con-
gress. The language in this amendment
goes even further, Mr. President, it ap-
plies to all the 22 million acres of BLM
lands in Utah not just the 3.2 million
WSA acres.

The final area of concern is the land
exchange embodied in the Utah wilder-
ness portion of this bill. This legisla-
tion mandates that State lands within
or immediately adjacent to designated
wilderness areas be exchanged for cer-
tain areas now owned by BLM. Some
lands to be exchanged are explicitly
designated in this legislation, such as
the 3,520 acres that would be given to
the Water Conservancy District of
Washington County, Utah for the con-
struction of a reservoir. Other areas
are not explicitly designated. The
State is allowed under this measure to
choose from a pool of Federal lands in
different areas. As others have dis-
cussed, the Dutch-owned mining com-
pany, Andalex Resources is currently
moving through the Federal permitting
process to develop a coal mine on lands
which the State is interested in acquir-
ing. This exchange has significant fis-
cal consequences.

First, the Interior Department be-
lieves the lands not to be of approxi-
mately equal value. More importantly,
should the lands have been permitted
for mining under Federal ownership,
the taxpayers would receive the return
for all such mining activities. CBO de-
termined that the net income to the
Federal Government of the lands being
transferred to the State of Utah would
amount to an average of almost
$500,000 annually over the next 5 years,
or approximately $2.5 million in Fed-
eral receipts. In contrast, the Federal
receipts anticipated from the lands
being traded to the Federal Govern-
ment in exchange would amount to
about $33,000 per year or a mere $165,000
over the same period. In comparative
terms, Mr. President, for every $1 that
the Federal Government gives in the
lands it exchanges with Utah it only
gets back 7 cents.

All of these concerns, Mr. President,
have led the Secretary of the Interior,
Mr. Babbitt to announce on March 15,
1996 that he would recommend that the
President veto this omnibus package
unless the Utah provisions were re-
moved. That is a step that the Senate
should take. If the Utah provisions re-
main in this bill as currently drafted,
the bill deserves not only a Presi-
dential veto, but a condemnation from
every American who cares about pro-
tecting our natural resources.
f

WELFARE AND MEDICAID
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I want to

comment briefly this morning on wel-
fare and Medicaid, because the major-
ity leader has indicated that these are
going to be two of his priorities after
the recess. We are going to bring these
bills to the floor in an effort to get
them passed yet again and to get them
signed by the President.

It seems we are in a campaign mode
now. Everyone is focused on the Presi-
dential election. It does not seem like
it was just 4 years ago that President—
candidate then—Bill Clinton was going
around the country saying we need to
end welfare as we know it. People
might ask what has happened in the
last 4 years? The President seemed to
be committing himself to ending wel-
fare as we know it. Yet, during the first
2 years of his administration, when the
Democrat Party controlled the House
and Senate, nothing was done. When
Republicans finally came in and it was
part of the Contract With America,
however, something did get done. We
passed bills for welfare reform, and
they not only reformed the essence of
the welfare program to put more focus
on people working, on providing incen-
tives to families, and to reducing the
costs of welfare, but also returned
much of the decisionmaking to the
States under the theory that the
States and local governments would
have more connection with the specific
people on welfare and would know bet-
ter how to run the programs for the
benefit of the people in their individual
States.

We, therefore, passed a Balanced
Budget Act that included significant
welfare reform and sent that bill to the
President on November 17. He vetoed
the bill on December 6 and said that he
wanted a different welfare bill. So we
sent him another welfare bill. This
time the Senate voted on a separate
welfare bill, and the vote was 87 to 12.
That is about as bipartisan as you can
ever get in the U.S. Senate. Yet the
President rejected that as well. In fact,
in his State of the Union speech he
said, ‘‘I will sign a bipartisan welfare
bill if you will send it to me.’’ We have
already done that by a vote of 87 to 12.
Democrats and Republicans alike un-
derstood the need for real welfare re-
form, and we sent that to him. But it
still was not good enough.

So, the Nation’s Governors got to-
gether, Democrats and Republicans,
and unanimously agreed on welfare re-
form and on Medicaid reform, which I
will speak to in just a moment. Ini-
tially, it seemed like we had an oppor-
tunity, not only to get the legislation
passed through the House and Senate—
that would be fairly easy—but to get
the President to sign it, which is re-
quired in order for it to become law.
But now, once again, it appears the
President will not take yes for an an-
swer, or he got cold feet or something,
because now Secretary Shalala, for ex-
ample, is saying she does not really
like the idea of a block grant.

As everybody knows, the block grant
is fundamental, it is essential, it is the
central point here of our Medicaid and
welfare reform. In other words, instead
of having Washington decide what to
do, we send the money directly back to
the States for them to make the deci-
sion how best to operate the program
in their State with a few general na-
tional guidelines, the rest of the deci-

sions being made at the State level. So,
once again, we proposed a specific idea,
this time with all of the Nation’s Gov-
ernors in support. The administration
is still saying no. It makes you wonder
whether this President is really com-
mitted to welfare and Medicaid reform.
Will we, in this Presidential campaign,
once again be debating an issue that
was debated 4 years ago, about which
we all thought we were in agreement?

Let me quickly turn to Medicaid be-
cause the majority leader also indi-
cated that he thinks, and I agree, that
we need to have these two issues both
sent to the President for reform be-
cause they both involve the same gen-
eral element of return of control to the
State. Medicaid is growing at roughly
10 percent annually. This is the pro-
gram of health care for our indigent
citizens. Obviously, without reform,
that program is going to be in trouble.
As a matter of fact, the Federal Gov-
ernment will spend over $1 trillion be-
tween 1995 and the year 2002 on Medic-
aid. Without reform, the States will
spend $688 billion of their own money
on Medicaid between 1996 and the year
2002. This represents 8 percent of the
States’ non-Federal revenue and an in-
crease of 225 percent between 1990 and
the year 2002. Obviously, this system
must be reformed.

The legislation that we put together
recognizes that there is a need for Fed-
eral support, there is a need for Federal
standards, but the States can run these
programs. My own State of Arizona
was the first to get a waiver and, from
the very beginning, it ran a program it
calls ACCESS, which provides medical
services to the poor and has done so at
a cost that the State of Arizona could
afford.

The bottom line of the reform that
we have put together on Medicaid—and
here, again, the Governors have been in
agreement on this—is that the program
will continue to grow, but just not as
fast as it has in the past, because the
States would be given more latitude to
run the programs on their own.

Total Federal and State spending of
Medicaid under these programs we
have designed would, over the next 7
years, be at least $1.36 trillion. The
Federal portion of this amount would
exceed $780 billion. Federal spending
for Medicaid would increase at an aver-
age annual rate of 5 percent, between
1996 and the year 2002. It would grow
from just over $157 billion in 1995 to at
least $220 billion in the year 2002, which
represents an increase in spending of
more than 40 percent, Mr. President.
That is not a cut, lest anybody suggest
that it is.

The key, as I said, is to allow the
States greater flexibility to restruc-
ture the benefits of Medicaid to suit
their own State’s beneficiaries. Again,
the National Governors Association
has reached an agreement on Medicaid
as well as on welfare.

The point of our comments this
morning is to try to stress the fact
that the Congress has been willing, the
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Nation’s Governors and legislatures
have been willing, but there is only one
person who stands in the way of Medic-
aid and welfare reform. His name is
Bill Clinton. He is the President of the
United States. He said he was for re-
forming these two programs when he
ran for President 4 years ago. But it
has been 4 years and nothing has hap-
pened and nothing did happen until Re-
publicans gained control of the House
and Senate.

It should be very clear to our col-
leagues and the American people, this
Republican Senate and the Republican
House, the Nation’s Governors, and
many of our Democratic friends in the
House and Senate are in agreement on
what needs to be done. Will the Presi-
dent of the United States get that mes-
sage before this next Presidential cam-
paign? If he does not, my suggestion is
that the American people will send
that message loud and clear, because
we should not have to wait until 1997 to
reform welfare and Medicaid.
f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 1296

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, on behalf of
the leader, I ask unanimous consent
that the quorum be waived with re-
spect to the cloture vote this morning
on the Murkowski substitute amend-
ment; and further, that Senators have
until 10:30 this morning in order to file
second-degree amendments to the sub-
stitute in accordance with rule XXII.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. KYL. Finally, Mr. President, on
behalf of the leader, to simply an-
nounce that Senators should be alert
that the cloture vote will be at ap-
proximately 10:30 this morning.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.
f

AMERICANS CONDEMNED TO
FUTURES WITH NO HOPE

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
want to echo and underscore the re-
marks of my good colleague from Ari-
zona. I do not know of any issue in the
country for which there is more una-
nimity or agreement than the current
status of our welfare programs. You
can go to any community, any State,
any region, any city, and, as I said,
there is a unanimity that this program
has failed.

Sometimes in the discussions, we fail
to acknowledge what that means. What
that means is that hundreds of thou-
sands of Americans have been con-
demned to stunted futures with no
hope, no real education, no real pros-
pect for opportunity in a life as we
have come to know to be synonymous
with being an American.

You can do anything as long as it is
different and it would be better. Every
statistic that we have endeavored to

improve with these massive welfare
programs, with the exception of one
piece of data, is worse today and not
just a little worse, but dramatically so.
Every condition of the target of the
welfare programs is worse, not better.
We have higher teenage pregnancies,
we have more single-member house-
holds, we have less scores in our edu-
cation programs. It is all worse.

What makes it even more difficult to
comprehend is that we have spent more
of the Treasury of America on the War
on Poverty than we spent on the Sec-
ond World War, the First World War,
Vietnam, Korea, and the Persian Gulf
combined. We, essentially, prevailed on
those battles, but we have lost the war
on poverty. That means that there are
millions of Americans today for whom
the future is bleak, and we owe our fel-
low citizens more than this condemna-
tion that we have created in our own
country.

To put in context a response, a con-
temporary response, the President of
the United States went to the Amer-
ican people in 1992 and, in his success-
ful bid for the Presidency, said, ‘‘This
condition must stop. This condition
must come to an end. Welfare as we
know it will not continue.’’

He was elected President. He had a
majority in the House and the Senate,
and in the 103d Congress, the Clinton
Congress, nothing happened. Welfare,
as we know it, is as it is—unchanged.

Then we come to the 104th Congress
and this new majority, and an exten-
sive Welfare Reform Act was passed in
the House and in the Senate and sent
to the President, the President who
had promised the American people that
he would end welfare as we know it. In-
stead, what he ended was welfare re-
form in the dark of the evening when
he vetoed the Welfare Reform Act,
which he has now done twice.

So you have to begin to get the pic-
ture that if you did not do anything
when you were in charge of the Con-
gress and then you vetoed welfare re-
form twice subsequently, there may be
a lack of interest in true welfare re-
form.

He is running political advertising as
we speak today in the Nation’s capital,
and that advertising says that he is for
welfare reform. I only suggest to the
American people, at least to this point,
there is a massive difference between
the rhetoric and the words of the cam-
paign and the actions and the deeds of
governments, because we are today
going into the final year of this admin-
istration, and there is no welfare re-
form, there is only a record of blocking
and stopping.

The bill that went out of the Senate
had over 80 votes, Republican and Dem-
ocrat. He claimed it should be biparti-
san. It was, but still vetoed, stopped.

At the end of the day—and I am
going to yield in a moment to the
Chair—at the end of the day, this is all
about American citizens. I do not think
history is going to look very kindly on
America for what it did to these people

across our land, mostly in our large
cities. They are virtual ghettos, pris-
ons from which escape is almost impos-
sible, and that should guide our ac-
tions. These programs should be
changed if we care about our fellow
citizens.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I will
be able to take your post for a mo-
ment. I know you want to make some
remarks as well.

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

COVERDELL). The Chair recognizes the
Senator from Oklahoma.
f

GETTING OUT FROM UNDER THE
REDTAPE OF THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, a few
weeks ago, the freshman class of the
U.S. Senate made a trip around the
United States to talk to different
groups, different gatherings. We went
all the way from Philadelphia to Knox-
ville, to Minneapolis, to Cheyenne, WY.
One of the things we talked about,
probably more than anything else, was
welfare reform, changing the system as
we have come to know it since the
1960’s.

The Senator from Missouri, Senator
ASHCROFT, was with us during this. He
came up with some evidence from the
State of Missouri that I thought was
quite remarkable. He was talking
about the administration of the Medic-
aid program, how they have been able
to file and get out from under the red-
tape of the Federal Government. The
year prior to their being able to admin-
ister the Medicaid Program with the
amount of money that they had, they
reached some 600,000 families through-
out the State of Missouri. The next
year, or the year following the year
that they were able to take over the
total jurisdiction and control and ad-
ministration and come out from under
the redtape of the Federal Govern-
ment—and this was done, I might add,
under a Democrat administration, a
Democrat director of the department of
human services for the State of Mis-
souri—they were able to use that same
amount of money and reach 900,000
families. In other words, 50 percent
more services were given to families
just by eliminating the unnecessary
trip and expense and redtape of the
Federal Government.

I believe it has been our policy to get
as many of these things back to the
local level. Having served myself in the
State legislature, having served as a
mayor of a major city, Tulsa, OK, for
three terms, I can tell you that the
closer you can get to the people at
home, the better a program will be ad-
ministered.

On welfare, we spent some time look-
ing at the welfare system. The Presi-
dent of the United States, when he ran
for President, when Bill Clinton ran for
President of the United States, he had
a pretty good welfare reform system.
In fact, the welfare reform system that


		Superintendent of Documents
	2019-05-22T07:46:17-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




