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The Senate met at 12 noon and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

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

Gracious Lord, You have created us
to know, love, and serve You. Thanks-
giving is the memory of our hearts.
You have shown us that gratitude is
the parent of all other virtues. Without
gratitude, we miss the greatness You
intended and often become proud and
self-centered. Thanksgiving is the ther-
mostat of our souls, opening us to the
inflow of Your spirit and the realiza-
tion of even greater blessings.

We want to live this day with an atti-
tude of gratitude for all of the gifts of
life: for intellect and emotion, will,
strength, fortitude, and courage. We
are privileged to live in this free land
so richly blessed by You.

Thank You Father for the women and
men of this Senate and for all who
work with them to lead this Nation.
May this Saturday session be produc-
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tive, bring resolution to conflicts, and
the completion of unfinished legisla-
tion. Through our Lord and Saviour.
Amen.

—————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader, the distin-
guished Senator from Idaho, is recog-
nized.

Mr. CRAIG. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

——————

SCHEDULE

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, today
there will be a period for the trans-
action of morning business until 1 p.m.
Following morning business, the Sen-
ate will consider the Labor-HHS appro-
priations conference report. The leader
anticipates 90 minutes of debate and a
rollcall vote on the adoption of the
conference report. Therefore, the first
vote today will occur at approximately
2:30 p.m.

Following that vote, the Senate may
be asked to consider an appropriations
matter to be offered by the chairman
and ranking member shortly after the
vote at 2:30. Therefore, additional votes
can be expected during Saturday’s ses-
sion of the Senate.

Since these are hopefully the last few
days of the session for the 1st session
of the 105th Congress, many items are
in the process of being cleared for con-
sideration by the Senate. Some of
those items include the FDA reform
conference report, the adoption/foster
care legislation and Executive Cal-
endar nominations. Therefore, the co-
operation of all Senators would cer-
tainly be appreciated.

Mr. President, let me say briefly that
the adoption/foster care legislation, I
understand, is now nearly cleared. It is
an effort that I, along with Senator
CHAFEE and Senator ROCKEFELLER
—and a good many others—Senator
CoOATS, Senator DEWINE have worked
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on cooperatively with our staffs over
the last several months. We think we
have an excellent agreement that will
reform the foster care system of our
country, stop us from warehousing
children, move them into adoption, and
grant them an opportunity for a per-
manent and loving home. We hope that
can move before we adjourn this 1st
session of the 105th Congress.

Mr. President, with all of the other
considerations, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

——————

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—CONFERENCE REPORT AC-
COMPANYING H.R. 2264

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at 1 p.m.
today, the Senate begin consideration
of the conference report to accompany
H.R. 2264, the Labor-HHS appropria-
tions bill. I further ask unanimous con-
sent that there be 90 minutes for de-
bate, equally divided between the
chairman and the ranking member. Fi-
nally, I ask unanimous consent that at
the expiration or yielding back of time,
the Senate proceed to vote on the adop-
tion of the conference report, with no
intervening action or debate.

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

———
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 1 p.m., with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 10 minutes
each.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would
like to speak in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized.

—————
NATIONAL PARKS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I want
to take the time that we have available
this morning while we are waiting for
these important closing activities—I
hope closing activities—to talk a little
bit about an issue that I feel very
strongly about and that I think most
people do, and that is our national
parks and our national parks plan.

I am chairman of the Subcommittee
on National Parks, and we have spent
almost this entire year working on a
program to help strengthen the parks.
Certainly, the National Park System is
truly one of our treasures.

The Park System is the custodian of
some of America’s most important nat-
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ural and cultural resources and pro-
vides, of course, a legacy for our chil-
dren and our grandchildren.

The Park System today consists of
about 374 units which are visited annu-
ally by millions of people. They stretch
all the way from Acadia in Maine to
American Samoa in the Pacific islands
and provide a unique opportunity.

I, of course, am particularly selfishly
interested in parks because I come
from Wyoming. We have the first na-
tional park which recently celebrated
its 1256th anniversary—Yellowstone. We
also of course have Teton Park. But
the whole country has a park system
that we are extremely proud of.

Unfortunately, that System is and
has been under considerable stress. At
the time that we have showed unusual
interest in it as Americans, and have
increased our visitations, the park has
had increasing difficulties. We are be-
lieved to have somewhere near $8 bil-
lion in unfunded and unrealized infra-
structure repairs of various Kkinds.
That is a great deal of money.

We also have had some stress in
terms of management in many of those
things. So we worked this year and in-
tend, as a matter of fact, to have some
field hearings in November; particu-
larly we have one set for Denver and
one for San Francisco, and we hope
then to have one later in Florida near
the Everglades, to try and bring in as
much information as we can get on the
issues and how they affect people.

The issues are broken down, as you
might imagine, into several categories.
One of them is finance. That is one of
the basic ones, of course. As I men-
tioned, we have an overwhelming
amount of unfunded programs: $2.2 bil-
lion in road and bridge repair; $1.5 bil-
lion in buildings and maintenance; $800
million in natural resource manage-
ment Kkinds of things. They are the
kinds of things that are very difficult
to manage in an annual budget.

So we are looking for some ways to
do this a little bit differently. We are
looking at a number of things. One
would be to extend the temporary pro-
gram for fees, where fees have been
raised in a number of the parks, about
100 I think out of the 375 parks. They
have been very low. And it has been $10
a car at Yellowstone for a whole car-
load of people for a week. I think it has
now gone to $20. And, frankly, we found
very little resistance to that, particu-
larly if people believe the money they
are spending going to that park will be
used to make that park a better place
to visit.

In addition to fees, of course, it will
be our responsibility, Mr. President, as
Members of Congress, to keep the ap-
propriations growing some for that. We
had an increase in appropriations this
year. We need to continue to do that.

In addition to entrance fees, we are
looking at ways for people to con-
tribute, private individuals to con-
tribute to parks. Many want to do that.
There are park foundations in indi-
vidual parks. We need to find some
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ways for Americans who chose to, to be
able to contribute more to the mainte-
nance of parks.

We are also looking at a way for cor-
porate investment as well, without
commercializing parks. We do not want
““Pepsi-Cola’ painted up on the wall of
Yosemite. But there isn’t any reason
why there cannot be corporate dona-
tions made. For example, one of the
corporations made a donation to build
the walkway around Old Faithful. It is
a wonderful addition. And there is a
very small and unobtrusive sign there
that indicates the sponsors of that. I
think that is a good idea. I think we
can continue to do that.

One of the things we are looking at is
a way for bonding. Interestingly
enough, the larger parks, like Yosem-
ite, like Yellowstone are basically
small cities. They have to have sewers,
they have to have streets, they have to
have housing, the kinds of things that
take long-term investment. And it is
very difficult to do it, as I mentioned a
moment ago, out of annual appropria-
tions.

So we are trying to find a way that
the park could do some bonding in the
private sector. I do not know whether
these can be Government bonds, I do
not know whether they can be tax-free
bonds or taxable bonds. But in order to
do that, we have a couple of problems
I hope we can overcome.

One is the scoring system here in the
budget of the United States. As you
know, we do not have a capital budget.
And so if you issue 300 million dollars’
worth of bonds, that would all go into
the annual budget. That is a difficult
thing. We will have to try and over-
come that. We hope that there are
some ways to do it.

The other thing, of course, that is
necessary to do bonding is to have a de-
pendable and steady stream of revenue
to pay off the bonds. We think we can
do that. So those are a couple of the
ways that we are seeking to do some
things that would be good for parks.

In addition, many of the larger
parks, as you know, the services—let
me go back and say, I think most peo-
ple would agree that the main purpose
of a park is to maintain the resources,
whether it be cultural or whether it be
natural resources.

But the second and equally impor-
tant part of it is to have a pleasant
visit for Americans, who own those
parks. To do that, by and large, we
have had concessions that have been
run by the private sector. I certainly
support that idea. I think that is the
way to do it. We have, unfortunately,
kind of gotten out of sync in terms of
doing the sort of contracting that is
necessary.

We went through a while, a big de-
bate a couple years ago as to whether
the Government ought to own the fa-
cilities. I think we have overcome that
and decided that is not what we want
to do. So we need to go back to longer
term contracts for some very large fa-
cilities.
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I think there is about $700 million in
gross revenue that comes from conces-
sions in the whole Park System, which
is a very sizable amount.

On the other hand, parks are not all
big-profit operations because Glacier
Park, for example, in Montana is only
opened a portion of the year. And the
season is rather shortened. So we have
to deal with questions like: How long
should the contract be for sizable in-
vestments? Should there be the right of
renewal? Should there be some sort of
proprietary ownership in these facili-
ties at the time the contract exchange
comes? So we are working with those
things. I am positive that we can find
some solutions.

I also want you to know that one of,
I think, the key issues we are talking
about with concessions—I mentioned
to you this is a large commercial busi-
ness. It is a commercial business. We
think we ought to take a look at the
idea of contracting with an asset man-
ager out of the private sector who is a
professional at managing hospitality
things to do this. That is not really the
role of a park ranger in terms of train-
ing and background.

As you know, Mr. President, I have
been working as hard as I can to see if
we can’t move these commercial func-
tions of the Government over into the
private sector, at least give them an
opportunity to bid on it. So that is one
of the things that we are seeking to do.

I do not think that we are going to
solve the financial problem out of the
concessions by any means. But we
ought to be able to do two things. We
ought to be able to have good facilities
that are kept up; and we ought to be
able to have a small stream of revenue
come to the parks. We think that
might be one of the possibilities for
doing something with the bonding rev-
enue.

We are looking at improved manage-
ment. The Park Service, after all, is a
large agency, I think, with some of the
most dedicated employees of any agen-
cy in the country. The people you talk
to that work for the Park Service are
really, really dedicated to doing what
they do. They like to preserve the
parks. They like to work in the parks.
But they did not always have the op-
portunity, for instance, to be trained.

We are going to look at some univer-
sity exchanges where folks could get
some additional training and help them
do their jobs. But I think more than
anything it has become a large agency,
and what we need is a strategic plan.

Any business of that size, any oper-
ation of that size needs a strategic plan
that has some forward ideas as to how
to solve problems. Frankly, that is
kind of why we are where we are. There
has not been any plans presented to the
Congress. And the Congress has not
taken the initiative to prepare plans to
accommodate these problems that we
now have, and problems of increased
visitation. The highways, for example,
in Yelowstone Park are way behind in
preparation and care. So we need a
strategic plan in the agency.
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Probably at least as important then
is each park, and each park manager,
needs to have a strategic plan that con-
tributes to the overall plan and one
with measurable objectives and meas-
urable goals so that you do not just
have a plan that everybody thinks is
wonderful but you have one that at the
end of the year you can take a look at
the plan and say you accomplished
what you were going to or you did not.
If you did not, there ought to be a rea-
son why you did not. So we think we
can do some good there.

Let me tell you that we are working
very closely with the Park Service.
And a new park director is now in
place, Bob Stanton. His background as
a career park official has been that he
was the head of the parks here in this
area. It was the first time, by the way,
that the park director has been ap-
proved by the Senate. That was just
changed so it is an appointment that
has to be approved. So we are working
with him. The Secretary of the Interior
has talked favorably about some of the
changes that need to be made.

Finally, one of the things we are
doing is trying to take a look at the
criteria for new parks. I think it is
fairly well defined in terms of setting
aside things that are important either
historically or culturally or from a
natural resource standpoint.

But, unfortunately—I think unfortu-
nately—we have continued to add more
parks that do not necessarily fit that
criteria. They are often recommended
by Members of Congress who have an
equivalent of a State or a county park
in their area that they would like to
have the Federal Government pay for.
So they move it into the Park Service
when it could just as well be a State
park. And we find ourselves short of
money to handle the 375 parks we have
now, and continuing to increase with
parks that may or may not fit the cri-
teria.

So we are not as concerned about the
criteria. I believe it exists there. But
we are concerned and hopefully will
change the process in which the cri-
teria moves through the Congress so
that there is an opportunity to do that.

So, Mr. President, these are the
things that we are doing. We have pur-
posely worked on it all this session. We
did not intend to bring a bill this ses-
sion, but we do intend to have one pre-
pared for January. I think it is one of
the things that most Americans are
supportive of. Not everybody is going
to be supportive of every proposal we
have to do it, but I think there is gen-
eral support for strengthening parks.
There needs to be.

Certainly we have more and more
people wanting to participate in them.
So you have to recognize that as car-
ing. So we will be moving forward on
that. I think it is something that Con-
gress ought to undertake, and be very
proud to undertake.

There is great controversy over many
of the environmental issues that go
around. But there is not much con-
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troversy over this one. If we talk about
what are the needs, are we going to try
and fulfill those needs, most everybody
says yes. Now, when you get to how
you do it, obviously, there will be dif-
ferences of view and debate. That is
why we are here.

But, Mr. President, I am excited
about this opportunity. We call our
plan ‘““‘Vision 2020, so that we can take
a look at parks so that our kids, 20
years from now, and others, will be
able to enjoy them with the same in-
tensity that we have been able to.

We look forward to having our propo-
sition ready by January. I hope many
of the Members of the Senate will join
with us in seeking to resolve this im-
portant question and problem.

Mr. President, I thank you for the
time and suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. WYDEN. I ask unanimous con-
sent I be allowed to proceed for up to 15
minutes in morning business.

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

————
SENATE HOLDS

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I rise
today to take a few minutes to discuss
the effort here in the Senate to elimi-
nate the secrecy with which the Senate
so often conducts business. Through a
procedure that certainly isn’t known
to most Americans, it is possible for
one U.S. Senator to unilaterally block
this Senate from considering a piece of
legislation or a nomination. This proc-
ess is known as a hold. Certainly as we
have seen in the last few days, a hold is
an extraordinary power in the last few
hours of a session in the U.S. Senate.
In fact, it is fair to say in the last few
hours of a session, a hold is essentially
unbeatable.

Now, originally a hold was intended
as a courtesy to a Senator. If the Sen-
ator couldn’t be present at a particular
time—there was an illness in the fam-
ily, this sort of thing—they could put a
hold on a measure or nomination, and
that way, as a courtesy, the Senate
would make sure it was brought up
shortly thereafter when that Senator
could be there.

But what has happened over the
years is that the hold has been abused.
At one point here fairly recently there
were more than 40 holds on individuals,
nominees, pieces of legislation, and it
was all done in secret—all of it. At a
time when the American people are so
skeptical of the way business is done in
Washington, DC, and so often under-
standably skeptical, the secret hold,
the unilateral power of one Senator to
block a bill or nomination and do it all
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in secret is something that is being
abused, and abused especially at the
end of a session of the U.S. Senate.

Senator GRASSLEY and I, on a bipar-
tisan basis, have tried to eliminate the
secrecy that surrounds these holds. We
have said we are not quarreling with
the proposition of a Member of the U.S.
Senate to have this extraordinary
power. Members of the Senate, under
all other circumstances, are account-
able to their constituents. But in this
case they aren’t accountable because
they can exercise this power in secret.

Senator GRASSLEY and I offered what
we don’t think is exactly a radical
idea, which is that when a Senator uses
this power, it would be publicly dis-
closed. We said if a Senator uses this
power, they should have to disclose the
use of that hold in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD within 48 hours of exercising
their hold. That way, the U.S. Senate
would know who is exercising this
power, the American people would
know who is exercising this power. If a
Member of the U.S. Senate is doing the
bidding of a powerful set of interests, it
would be possible for everybody to
know what exactly was taking place.
So Senator GRASSLEY and I were able
in the last weeks of the session to at-
tach an anti-Senate-secrecy amend-
ment so that when the use of the hold
is applied, the American people would
know who was blocking this body from
considering a bill or nomination.

Now, as I understand it, there are dis-
cussions underway, in effect behind
closed doors, behind closed doors with-
out public debate, there is discussion of
dropping an effort to end Senate se-
crecy. I will tell you, that doesn’t pass
the smell test. Killing a plan to end
Senate secrecy behind closed doors
isn’t the way this body ought to be
doing business. Certainly what we have
seen in the last few weeks since Sen-
ator GRASSLEY and I prevailed on our
proposal here in the Senate to end se-
crecy, is that there has been an explo-
sive proliferation of the use of holds
once again. There are countless bills
and nominations that certainly deserve
consideration. You can argue whether
they deserve majority support, but
they certainly deserve open debate, and
they can’t be brought to this floor be-
cause one Senator has secretly said no.
One Senator has secretly said, ‘“‘No, I
will not allow discussion’ of that par-
ticular topic.

The irony of all of this, Mr. Presi-
dent, is that often even Senators don’t
know when a hold has been placed in
their name. I have had a number of
Senators tell me since I've come to the
Senate that they have been approached
about holds. They were told they had a
hold on a measure. It turned out the
staff had put a hold on it without their
even knowing about it. So it is one
thing for an elected official, a Member
of the U.S. Senate with an election cer-
tificate to exercise this extraordinary
power; it is quite another to have those
who are not elected exercise it. It high-
lights, again, how much this process
has been abused of late.
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I thought that the minority leader,
Senator DASCHLE, captured the spirit
of this situation the other day in his
morning briefing with the press. Amid
what reads on the transcript like pret-
ty raucous laughter, the minority lead-
er walked reporters through the vari-
ety of holds that there were on dozens
of nominees at that time. In fact, he
said, ““If you don’t have a hold, you
ought to feel lonesome.” The minority
leader was pressed by reporters about
who might be placing some of the
holds, but the minority leader said he
didn’t know who was placing these
holds. Some have said eventually you
can find out who is exercising the hold.
But I can tell my colleagues here in the
U.S. Senate that even the minority
leader is on record as saying he doesn’t
know who is placing these secret holds.

This secrecy, in my view, Mr. Presi-
dent, is not in keeping with the proud
traditions of the U.S. Senate, and it is
not in keeping with the fundamental
spirit of openness and accountability
that is at the heart of our democratic
process. I sought to serve in the U.S.
Senate because I wanted to be in a po-
sition to influence policy on issues that
are important to Oregonians and the
people of this country. I value the ex-
traordinary opportunity that I have
been given by my constituents to serve
and to use the power that they have
given me on behalf of them and the
American people. But it is time to say
that power must be accompanied by re-
sponsibility. That responsibility is to
be straight with the American people,
to tell them about the actions and the
policies that they are taking. It cer-
tainly is not in line with the spirit of
openness and accountability for the
American people to allow one Senator
in secret to unilaterally block from
this floor even the consideration of a
bill or nomination.

I am one who simply feels that public
business ought to be done in public.
Some might think that is a little bit
quaint at this time in American his-
tory. But I think it is time to bring
some sunshine to the process for debat-
ing these issues. I am very proud and
very grateful that Senator GRASSLEY
has joined me in this effort. I think it
is very unfortunate that there appears
now to be an effort behind closed doors
to kill our proposal to end Senate se-
crecy. That will be unfortunate if it
takes place. If it takes place, I want
every Member of the U.S. Senate to
know that Senator GRASSLEY and I will
be back on this floor pressing the case
again.

It’s not going to threaten the delib-
erative approach that this body rightly
takes to consideration of issues, to
have openness and accountability in
the way that the Senate does business.
Senator GRASSLEY and I aren’t saying
get rid of the hold; we are not saying
the hold ought to be abolished and a
power that a Senator now has be di-
minished. We are simply saying that
power should be accompanied by re-
sponsibility. Rights should be accom-
panied by responsibility.
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Now, I was very gratified when the
proposal Senator GRASSLEY and I of-
fered in the U.S. Senate was approved
by this body. I have been appreciative
of the fact that the Senate majority
leader, TRENT LOTT, has been willing to
work with me on this matter and has
indicated that he certainly doesn’t
want to see Senate secrecy and see im-
portant decisions made without ac-
countability. And I felt that the Senate
was moving in the right direction
when, initially, our proposal was voted
on, and favorably so, by the U.S. Sen-
ate.

But I am concerned that the bill that
will come before the Senate, the D.C.
appropriations bill, will not contain
the legislation that Senator GRASSLEY
and I offered to end Senate secrecy. I
am concerned that our proposal may
just disappear behind closed doors,
without any public debate, without any
explanation at all, and that our pro-
posal may be put aside with the very
secrecy that we sought to end.

So I tell my colleagues, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this fight is not going to end
today. The D.C. appropriations bill is
an important part of the Senate’s work
and it needs to be completed. But this
Senator wants to be clear that we will
be back, and we will be back, in my
view, with even more support from the
American people, given the fact that,
in recent weeks, there were more than
40 holds—40 holds—on nominees and in-
dividual pieces of legislation, and even
the Senate minority leader could not
tell the American people who was exer-
cising those holds.

Mr. President, it’s time for addi-
tional openness and accountability in
the U.S. Senate. In my view, con-
tinuing these secret practices cheapens
the currency of democracy. The Senate
can maintain its proud traditions with
having openness and accountability,
and each Member of the U.S. Senate
will still be able to fight for their con-
stituents and do the work they were
sent here to do.

So I am still hopeful that the D.C.
appropriations bill, when it comes
back, will contain the legislation that
Senator GRASSLEY and I authored to
end the secrecy in the way business is
done in the Senate. But if it’s not, if
our provision is not, I want to assure
the Members of the U.S. Senate that
we will be back, we will be back on a
bipartisan basis. I don’t believe it’s
possible for any Senator, at a town hall
meeting in their home State, to justify
these secret holds. I don’t think it
passes the smell test. I think it’s
wrong. If we don’t prevail on it today,
Mr. President, we will be back.

I yield the floor.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY-

BRAUN] is recognized.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to pro-
ceed as in morning business for 10 min-
utes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

FAST-TRACK LEGISLATION

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, today’s economic reality is that
trade is global. Whether we enter into
new international trade agreements or
not, we cannot turn back the clock on
the pace of globalization of our econ-
omy.

Nor should we want to. In open and
free trade lies the potential of in-
creased trade, and with increased trade
and constructive interaction among
the peoples of the world, the prospect
of job creation, and an improved stand-
ard of living worldwide is created.

Americans, who have enjoyed the
highest standard of living in the world,
need not fear our ability to compete
and win in this new global economy. To
the contrary, we have every interest in
preparing ourselves to meet and master
the challenges of this new era.

Economic growth through trade can
produce better jobs, increased pros-
perity, and a continuation of the high
standard of living and opportunity that
define the American dream. In the last
4 years, exports have accounted for one
out of every three jobs created in the
U.S. economy. Moreover, the strength
of our economy is reflected in the fact
that the United States is the No. 1 ex-
porting nation in the world.

Our trade competitors, in recognition
of the trends already evident in this
new global economy, have formed re-
gional trading alliances and relations
to meet U.S. competition in world mar-
kets. Europe is beginning to trade as a
European Community; an agreement
among the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations, known as ASEAN, aug-
ments Asian competition; and the
United States entered into the NAFTA,
in order to begin the formation of a re-
gional trading arrangement in our
hemisphere.

I believe that trade liberalization can
have positive effects for our American
economy. I do not believe, however,
that it is advisable at this time to re-
sort to the fast-track procedure to get
there.

At the outset, I want to remind my
colleagues and the public at large that
what is at issue with this debate is not
whether we will embrace trade liberal-
ization, but how we will do so, and
under what conditions. For constitu-
tional, policy, and practical reasons I
cannot support S. 1269, given the cur-
rent lack of consensus in this Congress
on trade policy objectives. I believe
that this legislative proposal, as cur-
rently constituted, leaves too many
questions unanswered regarding the
balance that needs to be struck in the
interest of American business and the
American people.

Section 8 of article 1 of the Constitu-
tion gives to Congress the commercial
power: ‘“‘Congress shall have the power
to . . . regulate commerce with foreign
nations, and among the several states,
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. and to lay and collect duties, im-
ports and excises’” The Framers of the
Constitution very clearly made it our
responsibility to make commercial
agreements, to set tariff levels, and to
pass the laws necessary to implement
legislation for trade agreements that
are not self-executing. This power was
put into the hands of the Congress,
after no small amount of debate, as a
check and balance on the President’s
authority to make treaties and to con-
duct foreign policy.

The concept of checks and balances
lies at the heart of our constitutional
system of government. The separation
of powers, and the checks and balances
it provides, was, and is, a defense
against the tyranny that concentration
of power invites. In fact, some of the
Framers of the Constitution argued
that the powers vested in one branch of
the Government could only be exer-
cised by that branch. In 1789, James
Madison proposed an amendment to
our Constitution which explicitly stat-
ed as much: ‘“‘the legislative, executive
and judiciary powers vested by the
Constitution in the respective branches
of the government of the United States
shall be exercised according to the dis-
tribution therein made, so that neither
of said branches shall assume or exer-
cise any of the powers peculiar to ei-
ther of the other branches.” (The
House adopted Madison’s proposed
amendment, while the Senate, for rea-
sons lost to history, rejected it.)

While it is still a matter of scholarly
debate to what extent the separation of
powers exists as a doctrine or as a con-
cept within our Constitution, the fact
that we are engaging in this debate at
all is witness to the fact that this bill
calls upon the legislature to transfer a
good part of its constitutional author-
ity, in regards to commercial treaties,
to the Executive.

That is not to suggest that the fast-
track authority has been a failure, or
that the Executive should never be en-
trusted to assume such authority as
the Constitution makes our responsi-
bility. An early Secretary of the Treas-
ury, Albert Gallatin, speaking to those
instances in which ‘‘shared” authority
might be appropriate, noted that, ‘it is
evident that where the Constitution
has lodged the power, there exists the
right of acting, and the right of direc-
tion”. . . . but he went on to address
the accommodation that might be ap-
propriate between the branches of gov-
ernment in this regard: ‘‘the opinion of
the executive, and where he has a par-
tial power, the application of that
power to a certain object will ever op-
erate as a powerful motive upon our de-
liberations. I wish it to have its full
weight, but I feel averse to a doctrine
which would place us under the sole
control of a single force impelling us in
a certain direction, to the exclusion of
all the other motives of action which
should also influence us.” (Gallatin, 7
Annals of Congress 1121-22 (1798))

The bill before us would effectively
preclude the Congress from informing
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the Executive of ‘‘all the other motiva-
tions of action,” and even limits the
time for debate. No amendments to
trade agreements negotiated under the
fast-track authority are permitted, and
only 20 hours of debate are allowed.
Given the momentous changes which
are taking place in this new and global
economy, this restriction on congres-
sional input seems to me unwise and
unnecessary, and should not be allowed
to become routine practice.

Part of the lingering bitterness over
the NAFTA, I suspect, arises from the
fact that it was presented to the Con-
gress under the same kind of fast-track
procedures as are at issue now. Now, it
is true that the claims on both sides of
that debate, of a great ‘‘sucking
sound” on the one hand, or of unprece-
dented job creation, on the other, did
not materialize. What we have seen, in
fact, is a mix of results, some better
than predicted, some very much worse,
but none fully realized, or more impor-
tantly, shared with the American peo-
ple.

My home State of Illinois, for exam-
ple, is a great exporting State, the fifth
largest in our country; 425,000 Illinois
jobs are directly related to exports, and
Illinois manufacturing exports have
grown by 53 percent since 1993. Illinois’
agricultural sector has also benefited
from increased exports of corn and soy-
beans.

On the other hand, the losses of man-
ufacturing jobs have been significant
enough to give more credence than I
would have liked to the dire pre-
dictions of the debate over NAFTA.
Other States have had different experi-
ences, and one need only reflect on the
impact on wheat imports, for example,
to conclude that we have yet to reach
closure on the long term effects that
increased liberalization will create.

And yet, despite that history and de-
spite the absence of a clear trade policy
architecture that can command broad
support both in Congress and across
our Nation generally, S. 1269 would
again mute the voice of the Congress
concerning the architecture and objec-
tives of our trade policy. Without the
ability to amend such agreements as
may be reached in the future, or to
even enjoy normal parliamentary
rights, we are left to that ‘‘sole control
of a single force impelling us in a cer-
tain direction,” which Mr. Gallatin
feared.

We need a trade policy framework
that will represent the interests of all
of the American people, and that will
best advantage our business sector in
its global competitive challenge. Un-
fortunately, despite the best efforts of
our President and his first rate eco-
nomic and trade team, we do not yet
have such a framework.

I am particularly concerned about
the issue of child labor. American busi-
ness cannot compete fairly with na-
tions that allow labor costs to be arti-
ficially depressed by the exploitation
of children. In 1994, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor issued a startling report
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entitled “By the Sweat and Toil of
Children—the Use of Child Labor in
U.S. Manufactured and Mined Im-
ports.” That report found that in tex-
tiles manufacturing, food processing,
furniture making, and a host of other
export-directed activities, children are
employed for long hours in abysmal
conditions, and are paid very low
wages. They have few, if any legal
rights, can be fired without recourse,
and are often abused. They are hired by
our foreign competitors to minimize
labor costs. The International Labor
Organization reports that 25 million
children, world wide, are so engaged.

In the Philippines, for example, the
Labor Department Report stated that
in the wood and rattan furniture indus-
try, children working in factories re-
ceived 15 to 25 pesos per day—approxi-
mately 61 cents to $1. About 29 percent
of the children were unpaid or com-
pensated with free food; the rest were
paid on a piece rate basis. About 48 per-
cent of the children work between 15 to
25 hours a week, while another 13 per-
cent work more than 50 hours for less
than minimum wage.

The report stated that children who
work in the garment industry in Thai-
land work 12-hour days in shops where
they earn as little as five cents for sew-
ing 100 buttons. Furthermore, they re-
ported that in Cairo in Egypt’s small
family-operated textile factories, 25
percent of the workers were under the
age of 15. Seventy-three percent of the
children worked in excess of 12 hours
per day and earned an average of $8 per
month.

These are just a few examples of
countries that employ children. Clear-
ly, it is in the interest of every modern
business and every industrialized na-
tion to develop new international
standards to help end child labor.
Lower wages and extremely poor work-
ing conditions can lower manufactur-
ers’ costs in the short term, but they
create long-term economic and geo-
political problems, not just for the
country that exploits its children, but
for the United States, as well.

When foreign industries artificially
depress their labor costs by exploiting
children, how can a U.S. worker com-
pete? We must level the playing field
for American workers. And more im-
portantly, we must put our Nation on
record that child labor must end. The
United States must realize that it is an
enlightened business policy to elimi-
nate abusive child labor. Free-trade
agreements should contain clear provi-
sions against the use of abusive child
labor.

Child labor should be designated an
unfair trade practice, but S. 1269 does
not make it so. Without such minimal
ground rules with respect to child
labor, our trade policy will be at cross
purposes with our trade and larger for-
eign policy and national security ob-
jectives. We will have created a two-
tier system in which U.S. companies
will be prohibited from exploiting chil-
dren here at home, while foreign firms,
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and U.S. companies, which leave to
take advantage of the lower labor costs
on foreign soil, will be permitted to ex-
ploit children so they can gain com-
petitive advantage over those who play
by our domestic rules. Such a system
does nothing to benefit American busi-
ness, creates incentives for the loss of
U.S. jobs, and leaves us all with the
shame of complicity in child abuse.

Finally, it is important to note that
the Executive has the ability and the
authority to negotiate trade agree-
ments even in the absence of the fast-
track procedure. It is my under-
standing that some 200 trade agree-
ments have been concluded without it.
Fast-track has only been used five
times since 1974, for the GATT Tokyo
round in 1979, the United States-Israel
Free-Trade Area Agreement in 1985, the
United States-Canada Free-Trade
Agreement in 1988, NAFTA in 1992, and
the Uruguay round of the GATT in
1994.

Instead of closing off debate about
the proper purposes and architecture of
free trade, we ought to encourage open
and full debate with the American peo-
ple about it. Trade is inevitably a more
and more important aspect of our eco-
nomic landscape, and indeed, as Amer-
ican business achieves the kind of mar-
ket access in the world community
that its capacity will allow, more and
more U.S. workers will see the benefits
of liberalization. Even today, those
businesses which have benefited from
the increased access accorded by
NAFTA and GATT are enthusiastic
about the prospects for real economic
growth from this sector. We should be
optimistic about our prospects overall,
because American goods and services
are seen by the rest of the world as pro-
viding the excellence they want. But
we will see only fractiousness and re-
treat, if we fail to achieve consensus
about the rules of our foray into this
global economic competition.

I have a sense that trade, and its im-
pacts, not only on our economy, but on
our foreign policy as well, will come
more and more to dominate the debate
in our country about our future course
and direction. If we are to be mindful
of the ancient warning that ‘‘all wars
start with trade’” then we should re-
double our resolve to make certain
that our policy is based on consensus
among our people regarding its direc-
tion, its objectives, its ground rules.
We do not have such consensus yet. We
should not shut off the debate which is
the only way to get that consensus.

———————

PUBLIC UTILITY HOLDING
COMPANY ACT REPEAL

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would
like to state my strong support for S.
621, and express my disappointment
that a few Senators have prevented
this body from considering the bill this
year. A bipartisan majority of Senators
supports PUHCA repeal, and I will
bring it to the floor for consideration
and passage early next year.
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Both Chairmen D’AMATO and MUR-
KOWSKI, along with Senators DoODD and
SARBANES, deserve great credit for
helping to move this legislation for-
ward. It is unfortunate that their ef-
forts on both sides of the aisle were un-
successful this session. They know—as
do the other 20 cosponsors of S. 621—
that repealing PUHCA would remove
an outdated regulatory burden that re-
stricts the operations of a handful of
electric and gas utilities.

Mr. President, PUHCA was enacted
in 1935 to eliminate holding company
abuses of that time, and it was quite
successful. In the last six decades, how-
ever, Congress and the States have en-
acted a whole spectrum of securities,
antitrust and utility regulatory stat-
utes that make it impossible for those
abuses to occur again. Even the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, the
agency tasked to enforce PUHCA, has
said that PUHCA is no longer needed
and should be repealed.

Now, long past its usefulness, PUHCA
stands in the way of competition.
While some argue that PUHCA should
only be repealed as a part of com-
prehensive restructuring legislation, I
believe that incremental steps toward
competition are responsible and real-
istic accomplishments for the 105th
Congress. Repealing PUHCA should be
the first incremental step.

Mr. President, crafting comprehen-
sive restructuring legislation requires
Congress to consider a whole host of
difficult issues—stranded cost recov-
ery, State versus Federal authority, re-
newable resources, public power sub-
sidies, environmental impacts. The list
goes on and on. There is no consensus
among Senators on these issues, but
there is an overwhelming amount of
support for PUHCA repeal.

Instead of searching for the perfect
total package, let’s focus on the incre-
mental steps toward competition that
we can agree on. PUHCA is the biggest
single Federal obstacle to the advance-
ment of retail competition, and it
should be repealed now. Several States
have already adopted or are in the
process of adopting retail competition
plans without comprehensive utility
restructuring legislation. We can’t
allow the Federal Government to block
progress in the States. Without PUHCA
repeal, retail competition in the States
simply cannot flourish.

Mr. President, now is the time for
PUHCA repeal. Although the few oppo-
nents of S. 621 have prevented the Sen-
ate from considering the bill this year,
I will bring it to the floor early next
year. I hope that my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle will join me in
repealing this outdated and burden-
some Federal obstacle to competition
in the utility industry.

———
KEEP HIGH TECHNOLOGY FREE
FROM WASHINGTON INTER-
FERENCE

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
to urge my colleagues to join me in
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fighting to ensure that our high tech-
nology industries, and the Internet in
particular, remain as free as possible
from Government regulation and tax-
ation.

America’s high-technology, informa-
tion age industries embody America’s
entrepreneurial spirit. In this sphere,
initiative and inventiveness are joined
as thousands of people work to create
new ways of generating and transfer-
ring technology, information and com-
merce. The high technology sector is
crucial to our economy, crucial to our
workers and crucial to our way of life.
It must remain as free as possible so
that it may continue to grow, employ-
ing ever more Americans in good jobs,
generating commerce and employment
throughout our Nation and constantly
reviving our spirit of independence and
innovation.

Mr. President, we first must keep in
mind, in my view, that the hi-tech, in-
formation age industry is crucial to
our economy. This industry is growing
very quickly. A 1997 study by the Busi-
ness Software Industry found that the
American software industry has grown
two and a half times faster than the
overall economy from 1990 to 1996, and
that software industry employment
will grow 5.8 percent per year between
now and 2005. In 1982, according to the
Federal Trade Commission [FTC], com-
puter products were found on the desks
of only 5 percent of American workers;
only 4 percent of American households
contained personal computers. By 1992
the figures surged to 45 percent and 31
percent, respectively. Currently, 40 per-
cent of American homes contain PCs.
Between 1972 and 1992, research inten-
sive industries grew an average of
twice the rate of overall GDP growth,
with computers, semiconductors and
software leading the group.

Hi-tech industries are serving as en-
gines of economic expansion, creating
many spin-off jobs. Economist Larry
Kudlow reports that the hardware and
software industries combined account
for about one third of real economic
growth. Overall, electronic commerce
is expected to grow to $80 billion by the
year 2000. The FTC reports that, from
1985 to 1995, the worldwide number of
hardware vendors increased from 120 to
350, and the number of service pro-
viders—programmers, consultants,
maintenance and systems operators—
increased from 1,715 to 30,000. Not only
hi-tech, but supporting hi-tech has be-
come booming business.

To judge the dynamism of this sector
of our economy, and of the Internet in
particular, we should consider the fact
that the Internet grew from four linked
sites in 1969 to become the first ubig-
uitous, interactive advanced commu-
nications network. 15 million house-
holds are now connected to the Inter-
net, with 43 million expected by the
year 2000.

Mr. President, we all have benefited
from this tremendous growth, and we
will continue to benefit from the hi-
tech industry, so long as we continue
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to allow it to expand and innovate. Af-
fordable world-wide communications
and information transfer have changed
our world for the better. Consumers
now have far more choices, and benefit
from greater competition among sell-
ers. Workers have seen their opportuni-
ties increase as well in our expanding
economy. Perhaps most benefited has
been American small business. During
a time in which it is increasingly dif-
ficult to deal with Government bu-
reaucracies, regulations and so forth,
in one sector of our economy an indi-
vidual can still work nights and week-
ends in his garage and end up running
his own company. This sector offers
minimal barriers to entry and a con-
venient, cost-effective distribution.
That sector is, of course, that of high
technology.

Increased opportunity—to shop, to
work, to start one’s own business—has
been supplemented by an overall in-
crease in freedom thanks to the open
availability of information on the
Internet and the freeing up of new op-
portunities, for example through tele-
commuting, to enrich our lives without
sacrificing our careers.

All of this is possible, Mr. President,
because we have a vital, growing and
free hi-tech industry in America. And
our hi-tech industry has succeeded be-
cause in it Americans are able to re-
spond quickly and efficiently to tech-
nical and marketing challenges,
unencumbered by any preconceptions
imposed by regulation relating to its
development or from inappropriate
Government charges on its business.

We are a freer, more prosperous and
more open country because of our free
high technology industry. To the
greatest extent possible, we should
keep that industry free from Wash-
ington rules, regulations and taxes for
the sake of our consumers, our small
businesses and our workers.

Mr. President, a number of issues
have found their way before Congress
that might severely affect our high
technology sector. For example, Local
Exchange Carriers [LECs] have con-
tended that increasing Internet traffic
could soon exceed the current phone
system’s capacity. To fund new infra-
structure, the LECs have argued that a
user fee should be paid by companies
that provide Internet access. But this
user fee could make consumers reluc-
tant to use the Internet, particularly if
it is not used to fund product improve-
ments. What is more, access charges
would only suppress Internet develop-
ment, leaving us all with inadequate
infrastructure.

In response to this situation I joined
with Senator LEAHY to propose Senate
Resolution 86, a nonbinding sense of
the Senate resolution urging coopera-
tion between Internet providers and
the local phone companies. That reso-
lution also calls for a rejection of ac-
cess fees as a means of solving the dis-
pute.

Encryption also has been the subject
of significant debate. More and more,
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Mr. President, businesses are
encrypting electronic mail messages
sent interoffice and intraoffice. These
businesses seek to protect themselves
against industrial espionage or rec-
reational hackers. In addition, on-line
commercial transactions, such as wir-
ing money or purchasing and selling
products, require encryption to ensure
security.

Currently, there are no limits on the
strength of encryption products for do-
mestic purposes. The same is true for
importation. However, exportation of
encryption is tightly controlled.

Many in the law enforcement com-
munity are concerned about the pro-
liferation of strong encryption prod-
ucts, particularly should they fall into
the hands of criminals. But this tech-
nology already exists, Mr. President.
We will not make ourselves safer by ex-
posing businesses to industrial espio-
nage, sabotage and the loss of com-
merce. That is why I supported Senator
BURNS’ bill to maintain business’ right
to develop and use strong encryption.

As important as restrictions on de-
velopment, Mr. President, have been
proposals to tax commerce on the
Internet. Over the last 2 years, several
States and localities have passed or in-
terpreted laws to permit taxation of
Internet sales and use.

The result, Mr. President, would be
double taxation of Internet commerce
and a stifling of Internet use. S. 442, re-
cently voted out of the Commerce
Committee, will stop this trend by im-
posing a 6-year moratorium on sub-
national taxes on communications or
transactions that occur through the
Internet or online service, and access
or use of the Internet or online serv-
ices.

This moratorium would apply to all
Internet and interactive computer
services, but not to property, income
or business license taxes. In essence, it
prohibits sales and use taxes unless the
retailer has a physical presence in the
taxing State. It would keep Govern-
ment from piling on taxes that will
strangle the infant Internet commerce
industry in its cradle. It also will allow
the States to come up with a rational
system by which to tax Internet com-
merce.

Another area in which governmental
action has threatened our hi-tech, in-
formation age industry has been immi-
gration. I am proud that we pushed
back efforts during the last Congress to
radically reduce the numbers of immi-
grants coming legally into this coun-
try. I firmly believe that immigration
is the American way, and because I
know that legal immigration is crucial
to our hi-tech industry.

For example, 40 percent of Cypress
Semiconductor’s top-level management
is foreign-born. Chief Financial Officer
Manny Hernandez is from the Phil-
ippines, vice president of research and
development Tony Alvarez is from
Cuba. And this immigrant-driven com-
pany employs 1,800 people in the United
States.
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Immigrants give America an entre-
preneurial edge. In 1995 12 percent of
the ‘“‘Inc.” 500—a compilation of the
fastest growing corporations in Amer-
ica—were started by immigrants. They
also give us an edge in innovation. Im-
migrants make up nearly a third of all
Ph.D.’s involved with research and de-
velopment in science and engineering—
the basis for innovation and economic
growth.

Immigrants also fill needed roles,
particularly in the engineering field.
The CATO Institute reports that over
40 percent of our engineering Ph.D.’s
are foreign-born, yet the unemploy-
ment rate in that field is only 1.7 per-
cent. Clearly there is a gap in engineer-
ing in America that is being filled by
immigrants.

I am pleased, then, Mr. President,
that we did not close the door on immi-
grants seeking to come to this country
to make a contribution and seek a bet-
ter life. And I hope we will continue to
keep the door open, so that we may
live up to our heritage as a nation of
immigrants, and so that we may con-
tinue to prosper.

Finally, Mr. President, abusive class
action lawsuits have caused significant
harm to high technology companies, as
they have to much of the American
economy. Some suits, alleging malfea-
sance on the part of company directors,
have been brought within hours after a
drop in a company’s stock price.

Not long ago, this body successfully
overrode the President’s veto of legis-
lation to reform securities litigation in
this country. That bill will provide
that discovery be stayed whenever a
motion to dismiss is pending in a secu-
rities action. Discovery costs have been
estimated to account for 80 percent of
the costs of defending a lawsuit in this
kind of action, and that is too much,
particularly when the suit may be dis-
missed as without merit.

The bill also would create a modified
system of proportionate liability, such
that each codefendant in a securities
action is generally responsible for only
the share of damages that defendant
caused. This should prevent companies
from being joined to a lawsuit solely
because of their deep pockets.

In addition, under this legislation,
plaintiffs now must state facts with
particularly, and state facts that give
rise to a strong inference of intent on
the part of the defendant. This should
end the too-common practice of filing
cases on the basis of few or no hard,
relevant facts.

Finally, the bill contains a safe har-
bor provision protecting forward-look-
ing predictive statements from liabil-
ity.

Mr. President, we must go further,
particularly in the area of legal re-
form, to protect our hi-tech industry
from unwarranted interference. S. 1260,
which I have cosponsored, would limit
the conduct of securities class actions
under State law. But even this is not
enough.

Hi-tech and other companies are hit
with all sorts of abusive lawsuits, not
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just securities litigation. That is why I
am working for broader litigation re-
forms. I offered an amendment last
Congress that would have expanded the
joint and several liability provision of
the product liability bill to cover all
civil lawsuits. I also have introduced
my own bill to protect small businesses
from frivolous lawsuits. And I am
working with Senator MCCONNELL to
provide needed reforms to our civil jus-
tice system. It is my belief that we can
make substantial progress in this area
in the near future.

Finally, Mr. President, I would just
like to note that, while antitrust laws
must apply to new industries as they
have to the old, we should not allow
antitrust laws to become an excuse for
excessive regulation. Hi-tech is a dy-
namic sphere of economic activity.
Over-zealous Government regulation
from Washington, by whatever means,
will only hurt consumers, producers
and workers. I think most hi-tech
CEOs would agree that producers and
consumers in the free market econ-
omy—not bureaucrats and politicians
in Washington—should determine win-
ners and losers in the high tech indus-
try.

Frivolous lawsuits, unnecessary reg-
ulation and onerous taxation. Mr.
President, all these actions threaten
our high technology, information age
industry. It is my hope that we can
work together to lessen the chance
that they will be imposed on an indus-
try that is central to our economic
well-being.

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. KYL], is recog-
nized.

————
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I realize
that the debate on the Labor-HHS con-
ference report is supposed to begin at 1
o’clock.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator FAIRCLOTH and I each have 10 min-
utes as in morning business, subject to
only Senator SPECTER changing that if
he needs to during the course of our
presentations. And, Mr. President, in
addition, I ask that the Senator from
Minnesota, Mr. GRAMS, have 5 minutes
following Senator FAIRCLOTH.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

———

MEDICARE BENEFICIARY
FREEDOM TO CONTRACT ACT

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I wanted to
give a report to my colleagues on the
status of the Medicare Beneficiary
Freedom To Contract Act, the so-called
Medicare private contracting issue,
which has been before both the Senate
and House for several weeks now fol-
lowing the adoption of the Balanced
Budget Act, which contained in it a
provision which makes it much more
difficult for physicians to serve pa-
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tients who want to contract outside of
Medicare.

Let me briefly tell you what the
problem is, the legislative status, and
the resolution—at least as of now—
that we have been able to accomplish.

The issue is whether or not physi-
cians can serve both Medicare patients
and people under private contracts who
are 65 years of age. Once a person turns
65, of course, they are eligible for Medi-
care, and most of the services they can
obtain are paid for by Medicare. But
occasionally, either there is a service
that is not covered by Medicare, or
even sometimes services that are cov-
ered by Medicare that a patient would
prefer to obtain from a physician out-
side of the Medicare Program.

For example, a constituent of mine
had a condition that required the aid of
a specialist in her small community.
There were none available, except one
person who was no longer taking Medi-
care patients. By the way, Mr. Presi-
dent, this is a common situation, be-
cause Medicare, especially for special-
ists, does not reimburse even up to
their level of costs. So while many phy-
sicians don’t want to dump their exist-
ing Medicare patient load and they
want to continue to serve those pa-
tients they have been serving for a long
time, they are not anxious to take on
new Medicare patients. In this case,
she went to the physician. He said he
would be happy to take care of her, but
he wasn’t taking anymore Medicare pa-
tients. Her response was, ‘“Well, I will
just pay you directly. You bill me, and
I will pay you. That way Medicare will
save some money, and I will get the
treatment I need, and you won’t have
to take new Medicare patients.” He
found that the Federal Government
would have deemed that to be a viola-
tion of law and, therefore, he would
have been precluded from providing the
services.

It was in response to that kind of a
problem that we created a piece of leg-
islation that would allow patients who
are 65 years of age to have the right to
g0 to the physician of their choice and
to be treated outside of the Medicare
Program, if that is their choice. We
passed that legislation here in the Sen-
ate. It became part of the Balanced
Budget Act. And, before the act was fi-
nalized, the President indicated his de-
sire to veto that legislation if that pro-
vision were retained. As a result, some
changes were made, the most impor-
tant of which was to add a provision to
the act which makes it virtually im-
possible for patients to actually have
the benefit of that freedom of choice.
The provision was that a physician pro-
viding such services had to opt out of
all Medicare treatment 2 years in ad-
vance.

In other words, patients still had the
right to go to a physician. But any
physician that provided those services
could not provide any Medicare serv-
ices for a period of 2 years. That meant
that it was virtually impossible then
for physicians to serve these particular
patients.
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In an effort to try to resolve that, we
introduced the Medicare Beneficiary
Freedom of Contract Act. It has almost
50 cosponsors in the Senate, well over
100 cosponsors in the House version
sponsored by the chairman of the
House Ways and Means Committee,
BILL ARCHER. We hoped that we would
have the opportunity to get that
passed before the end of this legislative
session this year. It was not to be. Peo-
ple in the House of Representatives did
not feel that they wanted to go forward
with it under the constraints of time.
There were some other issues. As a re-
sult, we did not push it as an amend-
ment to one of the appropriations bills
or other vehicles by which we could
have done that here in the Senate.

Instead, I sought to proceed in a way
that would enable us to ensure that we
would make progress early next year
on getting this issue resolved. Yester-
day, I met with the President’s nomi-
nee to head HCFA, Nancy-Ann Minn
Deparle. She gave me a series of assur-
ances of ways that they want to con-
tinue to work on this problem. I also
received a phone call from Secretary
Shalala providing the same assurances
that we will be able to sit down and
work with the administration to try to
resolve this issue so that early next
year we will be able to pass legislation
that will solve this problem of Medi-
care-private contracting.

In addition to that, I received some
assurances from Nancy-Ann Minn
Deparle that the law that goes into ef-
fect on January 1 would not affect the
provision of services not covered by
Medicare. It would not affect the provi-
sion of service only partially covered
by Medicare—on Medicare, for exam-
ple, a second mammography beyond
the annual mammography covered by
Medicare. It would not affect the provi-
sion of care under the Medicare Plus
Choice Plan, the Medical Savings Ac-
count option, and it would not affect
the ability of other physicians in a
group practice to treat Medicare bene-
ficiaries when a patient makes a pri-
vate contract with one of the group
practitioners.

We worked on some of the other
problems relating to this in addition to
try to develop legislation next year
that will be approved by the House and
Senate and the administration. I will
report more on the progress of this
after a while.

I would like to introduce into the
RECORD two items that came to my at-
tention this morning. One, a copy of
three letters that were published.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, if my
colleague will yield, I inquire: How
much time does the Senator intend to
use?

Mr. KYL. I am finishing right now.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD the text of three
letters carried in the New York Times
on Friday, November 7, and a copy of
an editorial in the San Francisco
Chronicle, and the date is November 6,
1997.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Nov. 7, 1997]

HEALTH CARE IS T0O IMPORTANT FOR
PARTISANSHIP

To the Editor:

‘“Move Under Way to Try to Block Health
Care Bills” (front page, Nov. 4) points up
that health care reform is again being treat-
ed as a partisan issue rather than the bipar-
tisan issue it should be. The health care sys-
tem is in critical condition.

Costs are rising at twice the rate of infla-
tion and will double in the next 10 years. The
number of uninsured—estimated to be be-
tween 41 million and 44 million—is increas-
ing by a million a year, and the quality of
care continues to erode.

Competition and managed care have been
promoted as solutions, yet the marketplace
has done little to stem long-term cost, qual-
ity and coverage problems, which show no
sign of abating.

Opponents of reform being considered in
Congress contend that the proposals would
increase costs even more and drive more peo-
ple out of health coverage.

Yet without change in the way we deliver
and pay for health care, costs will rise more
rapidly and the number of uninsured will
grow larger.

Partisan posturing only aggravates the
problems for all Americans.

HENRY E. SIMMONS, M.D.,
Pres., Natl. Coalition on Health Care.

KYL PROPOSAL ISN'T NEW

To the Editor:

‘“‘Republican Health-Care Mistakes’ (edi-
torial, Nov. 5) overlooks that the wording of
the bill sponsored by Senator Jon Kyl, which
would allow Medicare patients to pay doc-
tors more than Government-set rates, would
only preserve and codify the status quo.

The Medicare law and its amendments
never forbade contracting between physi-
cians and beneficiaries outside of Medicare.
It was the heavy hand of the Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration that articulated the
draconian regulations forbidding outside
contracting. A 1992 court decision (Stewart
v. Sullivan) was moot on the subject of out-
side contracting, effectively allowing it.

Consequently, we have already had Medi-
care outside contracting without all of the
hazards you predict: illegal double billing of
both the patient and Medicare, a two-tier
system of care and unequal bargaining be-
tween physician and patient. You propose to
fix the functional status quo with one that
decrees loss of individual freedom of choice
at a moment when life and death decisions
may be crucial.

ROBERT L. SOLEY, M.D.

COMPETENT AT 65

To the Editor:

Re ‘‘Republican Health-Care Mistakes”
(editorial, Nov. 5): You miss the point of the
Kyl amendment. There are 65-year-olds more
than able to negotiate on their own behalf
and who feel demeaned when the Govern-
ment robs them of the right. Why deny them
the same rights that they had the year be-
fore they turned 65?

The low regard for the integrity of physi-
cians your editorial expresses is offensive. In
spite of all the chaos in the health care sec-
tor, the primary reward of the physicians I
speak with comes from helping patients.

Do you really think the typical physician
is bent on defrauding people?

HERBERT S. GROSS, M.D.,
Clinical Professor of Psychiatry,
University of Maryland.
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[From the San Francisco Chronicle, Nov. 6,
1997]
FREEDOM OF CHOICE ON MEDICAL CARE

The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 was sup-
posed to give elderly patients greater free-
dom of choice on medical care. But it
stopped short of offering genuine choice.
Here’s the situation.

Under current rules, doctors are prohib-
ited—criminally prohibited—from charging
Medicare patients more than the amounts
permitted by the government, even if the pa-
tients are willing to pay the money out of
their own pocket. These restrictions have
kept Medicare patients from being able to
use their own money to see doctors—even
specialists—as they choose.

This restriction is all the more onerous for
patients because so many doctors have be-
come disenchanted with Medicare, which re-
imburses at about 70 percent of the rate of
private insurers. As a result, some senior
citizens have trouble finding a doctor willing
to take them.

Recognizing the problems with the restric-
tions, Congress recently voted to allow Medi-
care beneficiaries the option to privately
contract with doctors for any service at any
price—with one caveat.

And that caveat, insisted upon by the Clin-
ton administration, is a whopper that effec-
tively undermines the patient’s freedom of
choice. The Clinton-pushed amendment to
the bill provides that any physician who en-
ters into such a private contract cannot re-
ceive any Medicare reimbursement for two
years. Those new rules go into effect Janu-
ary 1.

Senator Jon Kyl, R-Ariz., has introduced
legislation (S. 1194) that would get rid of the
two-year restriction on doctors who enter
into the private contracts. His plan to open
up choices for Medicare patients has encoun-
tered intense opposition from powerful
groups, notably the American Association of
Retired Persons.

Defenders of the status quo argue that
Medicare patients have no shortage of
choices. ‘“The idea that doctors don’t take
Medicare patients is fallacious,” said Rep-
resentative Pete Stark, D-Hayward, a long-
time advocate of universal health care.
Stark maintains that a private-payment op-
tion would create a two-tiered system—
“boutique health care” for the wealthy,
while Medicare would be left to tend to the
poorest and the sickest.

There is a little problem with the all-is-
well premise of those who oppose the Kyl
bill. If Medicare really did offer satisfactory
choice and service for beneficiaries, then
none of them would want or need to dig any
deeper into their pockets for medical care.

This issue also involves a matter of pri-
vacy—which is why the American Psy-
chiatric Association strongly supports the
Kyl bill. Medicare covers 50 percent of the
cost of psychotherapy, but some patients
would rather pay the full freight in order to
avoid the government’s ability to review
their claims, said the APA’s Jay Butler.

Medicare patients deserve a chance to de-
cide for themselves what kind of care they
want, and whether they are willing to pay
for it.

Mr. KYL. With that, Mr. President, I
will complete this at another time
since I know Senator SPECTER wants to
move forward.

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
thank my distinguished colleague from
Arizona. I had sought a time deter-
mination because we have 90 minutes



S12082

on the bill and are scheduled to vote at
2:30. The way our colleagues work, peo-
ple will be ready to depart for trains
and planes at 2:29.

So if the clerk will report now, I
know that there are other Senators
who wish to speak and there will be
time to speak during the 90-minute
time. Then by unanimous consent we
can go into morning business. But I re-
quest that we proceed at this time to
the consideration of the conference re-
port on Labor-HHS and Education.

————

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
EDUCATION AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1998—CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the conference report to accom-
pany H.R. 2264.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2264), have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses this re-
port, signed by majority of the conferees.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
conference report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
November 7, 1997.)

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. I ask for confirma-
tion from the Chair that we are now on
the conference report having begun at
1:05 with the 90-minute time limit so
that we will vote no later than 2:35.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, it is with great pleas-
ure for me personally that I address
the Senate on the conference report on
the appropriations bill for the Depart-
ments of Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education.

It has been a long, tortuous road to
come to this position where if the Sen-
ate acts favorably on this conference
report, it may then be presented to the
President with the expectation that it
will be signed into law.

There are 13 appropriations bills
which run the U.S. Government, and
the appropriations bill on these three
departments is the largest one in the
Federal Government, downsizing of
some $277 billion, and it is now larger
even than the appropriations bill for
the Department of Defense.

This bill has had a very, very dif-
ficult process in coming through con-
ference with a tremendous number of
obstacles and difficulties confronting
the legislative process at every step of
the way.

The process that this conference re-
port has come to the floor with would
perhaps constitute a textbook on legis-
lative process except that it has been
so extraordinary. That has been occa-
sioned by the fact that there are so
many so-called riders or legislative
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provisions on the appropriations bill
which have enormously complicated
the work of the conferees in trying to
work out an enormous number of com-
plicated problems.

The most vexing of all of the issues—
and it had a lot of competition—was
the issue on so-called testing. There
has been a generalized agreement that
it would be desirable to test fourth
graders on reading and eighth graders
on mathematics but a great deal of dis-
agreement as to how that testing
ought to be carried out. There has been
widespread sentiment expressed that
the Federal Government ought not to
be intrusive in the educational process.
Then the problem arises as to just how
this test would be worked out.

When the bill came to the floor of the
Senate, the excellent work was done by
Senator CoATS of Indiana, Senator
GREGG of New Hampshire, with the as-
sistance of former Secretary of Edu-
cation Bill Bennett. In the hands of
those three individuals, with the estab-
lished record in the education field,
great knowledge on testing, and all
being very zealous to keep out Federal
intrusion but to limit any testing ap-
proach to absolute necessity and to
State control, it was the expectation of
this body that when Senator COATS,
Senator GREGG, and former Secretary
Bennett agreed on a process, that it
would satisfy even those most diligent
in objecting to Federal testing. The
Senate passed that amendment by a
vote of 87 to 13, which is a very, very
strong show of support in this body.

The House of Representatives en-
acted a provision that there should be
no funds on testing. When we came to
the issue of conference a week ago
Wednesday, a meeting occurred at-
tended by the top leadership of the Re-
publican Party of the House and the
Senate, attended by the Speaker; by
the House majority leader; by the No. 3
in rank in the House of Representa-
tives, Mr. DELAY; the chairman of the
House Appropriations Committee, Mr.
LIVINGSTON; and the chairman of the
House Appropriations Subcommittee,
my counterpart, Congressman JOHN
PORTER. And on the Senate side, we
had our own majority leader. We had
the chairman of the Appropriations
Committee. And I was present.

We agreed on a number of items. One
of the foremost of those items on which
there was agreement was the issue of
testing. There was one party present
who disagreed. That was the chairman
of the authorizing committee in the
House, my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania, Congressman GOODLING. But
aside from Congressman GOODLING’S
dissent, there was agreement at that
meeting.

A week ago Thursday the conferees
met and hammered out quite a number
of other complicated issues and came
to agreement on a conference report.
That night the agreement was repudi-
ated, and we were back to square one
with respect to the testing issue, which
held up this bill until further negotia-
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tions were undertaken by the President
and by Congressman GOODLING. The
testing issue has finally been resolved.
A key part of the agreement on testing
is that the matter will be submitted to
the House-Senate authorizers early
next year.

This is one illustration as to what
ought to be done by the authorizing
committees so that the matters are not
put on appropriations bills and bog
down the appropriators.

There was plenty of time during 1997
to have this issue of testing taken up
by the authorizers. It really is a matter
for the authorizers to make the con-
gressional determination about what
testing ought to be instead of tacking
it onto an appropriations bill where it
really does not belong. It is grafted
onto the appropriations bill with this
language, ‘‘No funds shall be expended
for testing.” That is the way many,
many substantive matters were grafted
onto the appropriations bill. “No funds
shall be expended for’’ purpose A, B, or
C

When it became apparent to me that
this issue was going to be one in the
appropriations process after this bill
was on the floor for initial consider-
ation by the Senate, I scheduled a
hearing. At the hearing, we heard both
sides of the issue. The Secretary of
Education came forward to articulate
the administration’s position on why
there should be testing. We invited
Congressman GOODLING to present his
views about why there should be no
testing. After having had the benefit of
that information, we then were in the
position to proceed as best we could on
that limited record to make the judg-
ment on testing.

We had in the conference many other
complex issues that we finally worked
out. We had the amendment offered by
the distinguished Senator from Wash-
ington, Senator MURRAY, on the issue
of not restricting welfare benefits to
women who had been victims of domes-
tic violence. That is a substantive mat-
ter that would be better considered by
the authorizers. But it passed in the
U.S. Senate by a vote of 98 to 1. At
least, in my judgment, and the judg-
ment of 97 other Senators, it had a
very important public policy purpose,
to give special consideration on welfare
benefits and other matters for women
who had been victims of domestic vio-
lence. Senator MURRAY was gracious to
not press her amendment in con-
ference, on an arrangement where the
House of Representatives authorizing
subcommittee made a commitment to
take up the issue early next year. I was
delighted to join Senator MURRAY as a
cosponsor on that matter.

That is one illustration of how we
moved ahead to focus on money mat-
ters without that kind of a substantive
provision.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. President, at this time I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Jim
Sourwine and Ellen Murray, detailees
to the committee, be granted floor
privileges during the consideration of
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the conference report accompanying
H.R. 2264.

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

Mr. President, the conference agree-
ment accompanying the Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education
bill for fiscal year 1998 that is before
the Senate today totals $80.4 billion in
discretionary budget authority. Man-
datory spending totals $196.4 billion, a
decrease of $16 billion from the fiscal
1997 levels, for a net decrease in the bill
of $10.3 billion.

The conference agreement both keeps
faith with the budget agreement and
addresses the health and education pri-
orities of the Senate. The protected
programs in the budget deal account
for nearly half of the total increases in
the bill, and $3.3 billion of the increase
is for education.

I want to take this opportunity to
thank the distinguished Senator from
Iowa, Senator HARKIN, for his hard
work and support in bringing this bill
through the conference and to the
floor. I also want to thank Congress-
man JOHN PORTER, the distinguished
chair of the House Subcommittee, Con-
gressman DAVID OBEY, ranking minor-
ity member, and Congressman BOB Li1v-
INGSTON, chair of the House full com-
mittee for dedicating their time and
energy in getting this bill to this stage.
This has not been an easy process. We
confronted many difficult decisions,
choices, and tradeoffs, National testing
was one of them, but finally through
hard work, persistence, and a great
deal of give and take, we were able to
work out this agreement.

The programs funded within the sub-
committee’s jurisdiction provide re-
sources to improve the public health,
strengthen medical research, assure a
quality education for America’s chil-
dren, and offer opportunities for indi-
viduals seeking to improve job skills.
I'd like to mention several important
accomplishments of this bill.

MEDICAL RESEARCH

Few things are more important than
a persons health and few things are
feared more than cancer, heart disease,
Alzheimer’s or some other serious
physical disorder. Medical research
into understanding, preventing, and
treating the disorders that afflict men
and women in our society is the best
means we have for protecting our
health and combating disease. The con-
ference agreement contains nearly $13.7
billion for the National Institutes of
Health to support medical research
that is being conducted at institutions
throughout the country. This is an in-
crease of $907 million above the fiscal
year 1997 level and is consistent with
the commitment I made earlier this
year to increase funding for NIH by 7.1
percent and with the overwhelming en-
dorsement of medical research by the
Senate during consideration of the
budget resolution. These funds will be
critical in catalyzing scientific discov-
eries that will lead to new treatments
and cures for a whole host of diseases.
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FAMILY PLANNING

For the family planning program, the
bill recommends $203.4 million to sup-
port primary health cares services at
more than 4,000 clinics nationwide.
This amount represents an increase of
$56 million over the 1997 appropriation.
Over 85 percent of family planning cli-
ents are women at or below 150 percent
of the poverty level and these addi-
tional funds will help to ensure that
these low-income women have access
to quality health services.

ADOLESCENT FAMILY LIFE

The bill recommends $19.2 million, an
increase of $6 million more than appro-
priated in fiscal year 1997 for the only
Federal program focused directly on
the issue of adolescent sexuality, preg-
nancy, and parenting.

ATDS

This bill contains an estimated $3.380
billion for research, education, preven-
tion, and services to confront the AIDS
epidemic, including an $154 million in-
crease for Ryan White CARE Act pro-
grams. The bill also provides $285.5 mil-
lion for state AIDS drug assistance
programs, an increase of $118.5 million
over the President’s request and the
1997 appropriation. Finally, within this
amount, and estimated $1.596 billion is
provided for AIDS research supported
by the National Institutes of Health.
The bill provides that these funds will
continue to be distributed and coordi-
nated by the director of the NIH Office
of AIDS Research [OAR].

SUBSTANCE ABUSE

Substance abuse continues to plague
our society with recent statistics show-
ing many teenagers reporting regular
use of marijuana and alcohol. The con-
ference agreement includes over $2.395
billion to support the research, preven-
tion, and treatment programs of the
Departments of Health and Human
Services and Education. This is an in-
crease of $72.1 million over the 1997 ap-
propriated levels for these programs.

JUVENILE CRIME INITIATIVES

The conference agreement includes
$30 million for new programs to assist
communities in preventing juvenile
crime. Funds include: $12.5 million for
youth offender demonstration training
grants supported by the Department of
Labor; $12 million for youth offender
education grants supported by the De-
partment of Education; and $6 million
for at-risk youth substance abuse pre-
vention grants supported by the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices.

HEAD START

To enable all children to develop and
function at their highest potential, the
agreement includes $4.355 billion for
the Head Start Program, an increase of
$374.4 million over last years appropria-
tion. This increase will provide serv-
ices to an additional 36,000 children
bringing the total amount of Kkids
served in fiscal year 1998 to 836,000.
This brings us closer to the goal of en-
rolling 1 million children in Head Start
by the year 2002. Within the total, $279
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million is targeted for Early Head
Start, which provides Head Start serv-
ices to infants and toddlers ages 0 to 3.
This is an increase of $70 million over
1997.
VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN

The bill includes $154 million to sup-
port the programs authorized by the
Violence Against Women Act. This is
an increase of $31 million for programs
to provide assistance to women who
have been victims of abuse and to ini-
tiate and expand prevention programs,
to begin to reduce the number of
women who are forced to confront the
horrors of abuse. Included is: $86.8 mil-
lion for battered women’s shelters; $45
million for rape prevention; $15 million
for runaway youth prevention; $6 mil-
lion for domestic violence community
demonstrations; and $1.2 million for
the domestic violence hotline.

LIHEAP

The bill maintains the $1 billion ap-
propriated in last year’s bill for the up-
coming winter’s Low Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program [LIHEAP]. In
addition, the recommendation provides
an advance appropriation of $1.1 billion
for the 1998-1999 LIHEAP winter pro-
gram, an increase of $100 million over
this year’s level. The bill also provides
additional emergency appropriations of
$300 million. LIHEAP is a key program
for low-income families in Pennsyl-
vania and other cold weather States in
the Northeast. Funding supports grants
to States to deliver critical assistance
to low-income households to help meet
higher energy costs.

AGING PROGRAMS

For programs serving the elderly, the
bill before the Senate recommends
$1.988 billion, an increase of $65.5 mil-
lion over the fiscal year 1997 appropria-
tion. Included is: $440.2 million for the
community service employment pro-
gram which will provide more part-
time employment opportunities for the
low-income elderly; $9 million more for
supportive services and senior centers;
$17 million more for congregate and
home-delivered nutrition services; and
$18.4 million more for the national sen-
ior volunteer corps. Also the bill pro-
vides a 7.2 percent increase for research
into the causes and cures of diseases
such as Alzheimer’s disease and other
aging related disorders, funds to con-
tinue geriatric education centers, and
the Medicare insurance counseling pro-
gram.

SCHOOL TO WORK

The agreement includes $400 million
for school to work programs within the
Departments of Labor and Education.
These important programs help im-
prove the transition from school to
work for those students who do not
plan to attend 4-year institutions.

EDUCATION

To enhance this Nation’s investment
in education, the conference report be-
fore the Senate contains $29.74 billion
in discretionary education funds, an in-
crease of $3.25 billion over last year’s
funding level. Specifically, education
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reform programs have been funded at
$1.275 billion, an increase of $279 mil-
lion over the previous year’s funding
level, including $491 million for Goals
2000, $541 million for the technology lit-
eracy challenge fund and technology
innovative challenge grants.

For programs to educate disadvan-
taged children, the bill recommends
nearly $8 billion, $201 million more
than the amount appropriated in fiscal
year 1997. These funds will provide
services to approximately 7 million
schoolchildren. The bill also includes
$124 million for the Even Start Pro-
gram, an increase of $22 million over
the 1997 appropriation. Even Start pro-
vides educational services to low-in-
come children and their families.

For impact aid programs, the bill in-
cludes $808 million, an increase of $78
million over the 1997 appropriation. In-
cluded in the recommendation is: $50
million for payments for children with
disabilities, an increase of $10 million
over last year’s funding level; $623.5
million for basic support payments, an
increase of $8 million; and $24 million
for payments for Federal property, an
increase of $6.5 million.

Consistent with the budget agree-
ment the bill provides $354 million to
assist in the education of immigrant
and limited-English proficient stu-
dents. This recommendation is an in-
crease of $92.3 million over the 1997 ap-
propriation and will provide instruc-
tional services to approximately 60,000
children. Within the funds provided, $25
million has been included for profes-
sional development to improve teacher
training programs.

One of the largest increases rec-
ommended in this bill is the additional
$746 million for special education pro-
grams to help local education agencies
meet the requirement that all children
with disabilities have access to a free,
appropriate public education, and all
infants and toddlers with disabilities
have access to early intervention serv-
ices. The $4.8 billion for special edu-
cation programs will serve an esti-
mated 4.95 million children at a cost of
$662 per child.

To improve post-secondary education
opportunities for low-income first-gen-
eration college students, the com-
mittee recommendation provides $530
million for the TRIO program, a $30
million increase over the 1997 appro-
priation. These additional funds will
assist in more intensive outreach serv-
ices for low income youth.

For student aid programs, the bill
provides $8.97 billion, an increase of
$1.418 million over the 1997 appropria-
tion. Pell grants, the cornerstone of
student financial aid, have been in-
creased by $300 for a maximum grant of
$3,000. The supplemental educational
opportunity grants program has also
been increased by $31 million, and the
work study and Perkins loans pro-
grams have been maintained at their
1997 level.

In keeping with the budget agree-
ment, the bill also provides $295 mil-
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lion for child literacy initiatives. The
committee has provided $85 million of
this amount to enhance literacy activi-
ties in existing programs in fiscal year
1998. The balance, $210 million, is avail-
able on an advanced funded basis. This
will give the authorizing committee’s
adequate time to work out the specifics
of this new program.
JOB TRAINING

In this Nation, Mr. President, we
know all too well that unemployment
wastes valuable human talent and po-
tential, and ultimately weakens our
economy. The bill before us today pro-
vides $5.23 billion for job training pro-
grams, $518 million over the 1997 level.
Increases include: $92 million more for
the Job Corps; $60 million more for
adult training; and $64 million more for
retraining dislocated workers. These
funds will help improve job skills and
readjustment services for disadvan-
taged youth and adults. The bill also
reserves $250 million for opportunity
areas for out of school youth grants if
this new program proposed in the budg-
et is authorized by July 1, 1998.

WORKPLACE SAFETY

The bill provides $1.070 billion for
worker safety programs, an increase of
$45 million above 1997. While progress
has been made in this area, there are
still far too many work-related injuries
and illnesses. The funds provided will
continue the programs that inspect
business and industry, assist employers
in weeding out occupational hazards
and protect workers’ pay and pensions.

CLOSING

There are many other notable accom-
plishments in this conference agree-
ment, but for the sake of time, I men-
tioned just several of the key high-
lights, so that the Nation may grasp
the scope and importance of this bill.

In closing, Mr. President, I again
want to thank Senator HARKIN and his
staff and the other Senators on the
subcommittee for their cooperation in
a very tough year.

In summary, Mr. President, this bill
is one of enormous importance for
America, for many reasons, and I shall
detail only a few. My own personal
opinion is that there is no priority
higher in America today than health
care and education. There are matters
of tremendous concern—the crime
problem, something that I spent a good
part of my professional life on as a
prosecuting attorney, the problem of
environmental protection, the issue of
economic development and our infra-
structure of highways, grave difficul-
ties of foreign policy around the world:
In the Mideast, Bosnia, NATO, China,
Africa and Latin America, and the fast
track issue—but no issues rank higher
than the health of Americans or the
education of Americans.

The National Institutes of Health is
the crown jewel of the Federal Govern-
ment, with NIH having made miracu-
lous advances in combating Alz-
heimer’s disease, breast cancer, cer-
vical cancer, prostate cancer, heart dis-
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ease, mental illness, you name it, the
men and women at NIH are on the fir-
ing line doing extraordinary work. We
have been able to add to the NIH budg-
et some $907 million this year, which is
a 7.1 percent increase, bringing the
total for the National Institutes of
Health to $13.647 billion, almost $13.65
billion.

Senator HARKIN, my distinguished
ranking member, and I have worked on
a bipartisan basis in the subcommittee.
My experience in Congress has dem-
onstrated to me that the only way to
get anything meaningful done in Wash-
ington is to work on a bipartisan basis.
With the help of our staffs, Senator
HARKIN and I on this subcommittee
have consolidated or eliminated some
134 programs to save $1.5 billion, which
we have allocated to the health issues
and to education issues.

I had a talk with Dr. Varmus earlier
this week on the occasion of the dedi-
cation of a building at NIH to our
former colleague, the distinguished
Senator from Oregon, Mr. Hatfield,
who did such outstanding work for NIH
on so many matters in his capacity as
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. On Tuesday I again asked Dr.
Varmus, as I have asked him and oth-
ers at NIH, “How much would you be
able to appropriately use on medical
research?” I asked him this question
because, in a Federal budget of $1.7
trillion, we could assess our priorities
in a way to appropriate more for the
National Institutes of Health. Yes,
$13.65 billion is a lot of money, but it is
not a lot of money in the context of a
Federal budget of $1.7 trillion. Dr.
Varmus told me that they would like
to grant about a third of the applica-
tions, that they now grant something
in the high twenties, and in addition to
that there are other items they need in
the way of equipment. I said, ‘““You
ought to make a list and tell us what it
is you need.” He said, ‘““We have made
a list, but we haven’t told you what it
is because we can’t.”

That is a reference to the Office of
Management and Budget, which inter-
cepts these estimates by the NIH and
does not present them to Congress so
the administration can maintain con-
trol over requests which are made by
the various departments.

In our appropriations process next
year, I intend to do my best to get that
list and find out what Dr. Varmus and
the National Institutes of Health would
really like to have. It might be an in-
teresting occasion for a subpoena. Our
subcommittee never ever issues sub-
poenas. I know that takes our Com-
mittee staff by surprise to think of our
doing that. But I think Congress would
be prepared to make appropriation al-
locations for what could be effectively
used by the National Institutes of
Health.

Mr. President, in addition, we have
some almost $30 billion for programs in
the Department of Education, which is
an increase of $3.3 billion above 1997.
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On this subject, I compliment Presi-
dent Clinton for his leadership on edu-
cation. His last State of the Union
speech highlighted education, and
there was a real advocacy and leader-
ship by the President on education
when this matter came up. From time
to time the President is subject to a
critical comment or two, and I think it
appropriate to note his leadership and
his important work in getting this in-
crease in education.

The bill also includes $1.1 billion in
advance funds for LIHEAP, low-income
home energy assistance, largely for
senior citizens, Americans who, with-
out this assistance, may have to make
a choice between heating and eating.
We have $1.15 billion for the Ryan
White care program on a drugs issue,
$861 million for programs for senior
citizens under the Older Americans
Act, $826 million for community health
centers, $145 million for the breast and
cervical cancer screening program for
the Centers for Disease Control, $5.2
billion for employment and training
programs of the Department of Labor,
including $871 million for summer
youth job programs, $1.24 billion for
the Job Corps, and $1.35 billion for dis-
located worker assistance.

I might add a special note to the suc-
cess by Governor Ridge of Pennsyl-
vania and Mayor Rendell of Philadel-
phia, along with my distinguished col-
league, Senator SANTORUM, and the
Pennsylvania delegation in reopening
the Philadelphia Navy Yard for ship-
building on a very good arrangement
where we will have retraining funds.

Mr. President, there is a great deal
more I could say on the subject, but I
note my distinguished colleague, Sen-
ator HARKIN, has some important com-
ments to make, so I yield to him at
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HAGEL). The Senator from Iowa is rec-
ognized.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank
the chairman and my good friend, Sen-
ator SPECTER, for yielding this time.

I especially wish to thank Senator
SPECTER, our chairman, and his staff
for the skill they have demonstrated
and the cooperation which they have
given us in putting this bill together
and working out the many com-
promises that were necessary to come
up with this very bipartisan conference
agreement. It took a lot of staff meet-
ings, a lot of give and take, but the re-
sult is one that merits the support of
all Senators.

This conference report, I believe, is
the most important bill we will pass
this year after the balanced budget
agreement. It includes a number of
very important advances.

First, the agreement significantly
expands our Nation’s commitment to
quality education for our children. We
have provided the largest increase for
special education in our history. I re-
peat that. We have provided the largest
increase for special education in our
history. We have made college more af-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

fordable by increasing the maximum
Pell grant to $3,000, the highest ever.
We have expanded support to make
sure schoolchildren have access to
computers and other technology and
for training teachers on how to use this
technology. Computers in the class-
room are of little value if the teachers
do not know how to use them.

I am especially pleased that the con-
ference committee agreed to my pro-
posals to place greater emphasis on
making sure that every American child
enters school ready to learn. The
agreement before us increases Head
Start funding by $374 million. That is
$50 million more than the President re-
quested, and, more significantly, I be-
lieve this bill doubles the Early Head
Start Program, that is, the birth-to-2-
year-old program, at $279 million, so we
have doubled the early intervention
program for Early Head Start.

The conference agreement also pro-
vides an 1ll-percent increase in funding
to $350 million for the early interven-
tion program for infants and toddlers
with disabilities under part H of IDEA,
the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act. That is an 11 percent in-
crease for that part H.

Finally, the conference report in-
cludes an additional $50 million for the
child care and development block grant
to increase the quality of child care for
infants. We all know that these are
front-end investments that will pay
dividends for us in the future.

Mr. President, as most of my col-
leagues know, our subcommittee has
worked for many years to combat
fraud, waste and abuse in the Medicare
Program. A recent audit by the HHS
inspector general found that some-
where in the neighborhood of $23 bil-
lion was lost last year alone just to
this problem of fraud, waste and abuse.
I am pleased to say that the agreement
before us significantly expands our ef-
forts to stop this Medicare waste. Cou-
pled with mandatory increases, our bill
provides a full 25-percent increase in
support for audits and other fraud-
fighting activities, from $440 million to
$5650 million.

In addition, we have included bill
language that provides Medicare great-
er resources to more aggressively tar-
get problem providers who are bilking
the system. We need to do even more,
including, at long last, to get to com-
petitive bidding in Medicare just like
they have gotten in the Veterans Ad-
ministration. But the reforms in this
will save Medicare and the taxpayers
billions of dollars.

One major concern I have about this
bill is our inability to adequately ad-
dress our health services and training
needs and simultaneously provide gen-
erous increases for health research. I
am pleased that we have included near-
ly $1 billion additional for NIH, a total
of over $13.5 billion, for medical re-
search. But I am concerned that most
health services programs received
small or no funding increases. We just
cannot continue to have this battle be-
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tween the challenge to adequately fund
biomedical research, which we have to
meet, and the lack of increased funding
for health services programs and train-
ing.

Now, I will not go into it at length
here—I have given many speeches on
the floor about this—but I feel strongly
that the money we provide for bio-
medical research must come from out-
side of the discretionary pot of money
we have.

Mr. President, during this session of
the Congress, the Senate went on
record 99 to nothing to double the fund-
ing for NIH over the next 5 years—99 to
nothing. In other words, 99 Senators
stood up and voted and said, yes, we
should double funding for NIH in the
next 5 years.

Now, if we did that within the con-
straints of the balanced budget agree-
ment, with the pot of money that our
committee has, at the end of this 5-
year period of time there wouldn’t be
one penny for any other discretionary
health program. In other words, the
Senate has said 99 to nothing we want
to double NIH funding. OK, if we do it
through our Appropriations Com-
mittee, through the discretionary
money that we have, there will not be
anything left for any other health pro-
gram. There would be no Centers for
Disease Control, no Ryan White fund-
ing, no health training funding, noth-
ing. That would all have to be zeroed
out, and we still would not have
enough money to double NIH funding.

So if we are really serious, and I hope
we are, about doubling NIH funding
over the next 5 years, then we have to
find some source of funding that is out-
side of the normal appropriations proc-
ess.

I am also concerned that our agree-
ment does not adequately assure that
the rerun of the Teamsters election
will be supervised. I think that is vi-
tally important. This bill does not ade-
quately assure that. I am hopeful that
is eventually what will happen. It is a
commitment that we cannot back
away from. I am hopeful that we can
take some steps, when the Congress
comes back in January and February,
to make sure that the next Teamster
election is in fact supervised.

But overall, as I have said, this is a
very good agreement. It is a bipartisan
agreement that deserves our support.

I again compliment Senator SPECTER
and his staff and mine for a job well

done. I want to specifically thank
Craig Higgins, Betilou Taylor, Jim
Sourwine, Dale Cabaniss, and Jack

Chow of the majority staff and Marsha
Simon and Ellen Murray of my staff. In
addition, I want to thank Bev Schroe-
der, Laura Hessburg, and Peter Rei-
necke of my personal staff for their
contributions.

Mr. President, I urge all Senators
give wholehearted support to this con-
ference agreement.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I know
the Senator from North Carolina was
wishing to speak.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I was hoping Sen-
ator SPECTER would yield time.

Mr. HARKIN. I will yield you time
for Senator SPECTER. How much time
does the Senator want?

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. About 5 minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator has 5 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I thank the Sen-
ator for his work on this bill. He has
eliminated funding for national testing
as well as funds for Teamsters elec-
tions. He has preserved my amendment
that would require the Education Sec-
retary to certify that 90 percent of the
funds from education go to students
and teachers.

(The remarks of Mr. FAIRCLOTH per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1458
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield me 5
or 6 minutes?

Mr. SPECTER. I will be delighted to
yield to my distinguished colleague,
Senator GORTON.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am
going to vote enthusiastically for this
bill, the result of countless hundreds of
hours of work on the part of the chair-
man and the ranking minority mem-
ber, other members, and their staffs. It
does make many, many decisions that
are important for the future of our
country.

I am, however, deeply disappointed
that one element in the bill that passed
the Senate of the United States is not
included in this bill, an element that
was vitally important and provided a
vitally necessary reform for our
schools. For decades now, Washington,
DC, has assumed increasing control
over our local schools. Washington, DC
has not, however, put its money where
its mouth is. With Congress appro-
priating about 7 percent of the money
spent on education, we have allowed
our bureaucrats to impose half or more
than half of the rules and regulations
that so often frustrate innovation and
success in our schools. During the past
few years, on the other hand, I have lis-
tened to countless parents, teachers
and principals who almost universally
agree that it is time for Congress and
the President to restore the authority
that our teachers, parents, and local
school boards once had to make deci-
sions for our schools.

In September, I proposed a sweeping
reform to improve education for kids
in schools everywhere in America.
That reform would have given Federal
education dollars directly to local
school districts so that parents, teach-
ers and principals would have the
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money and authority to make the best
decisions for their children. They
would have been empowered to deter-
mine their children’s needs and to use
their Federal dollars in a manner that
is best for kids: For new schools, for
lower class sizes by hiring more teach-
ers, to purchase computers, or what-
ever else citizens in communities all
across the United States decided that
their schools needed. And they could
have done it all without Washington,
DC, having told them how to do it.

That sweeping reform is based on the
simple philosophy that Washington,
DC, does not know best. I believe that
all of the laws passed by Congress and
all of the regulations adopted by the
Federal Department of Education have
failed to reach their goals. I believe
teachers in the classroom, principals in
our buildings, and local school boards
and parents, will make better edu-
cational decisions and do more to im-
prove their own schools than will Con-
gress or the Federal Department of
Education.

For most of this century, Wash-
ington, DC, has been dominated by peo-
ple who believe that centralized deci-
sions and centralized control exercised
by Washington, DC, is the best way to
solve problems, including those in the
classrooms. Unfortunately, the ap-
proach has not worked. As Washington,
DC, has taken power and authority
from local school districts, our schools
have not improved. Sadly, old habits
die hard. That belief in centralized
power is still very much alive. When I
proposed my amendment, every single
Democrat in the Senate opposed it and
the President vociferously -criticized
the approach of returning money and
authority directly to our school dis-
tricts. I suspect that, had a vote been
taken in the House, the result would
have been almost the same.

Recently, I attended a Senate Budget
Committee education task force hear-
ing, at which Carlotta Joyner from the
General Accounting Office testified
that in 1997, $73 billion was distributed
through literally hundreds of programs
and more than 30 Federal agencies to
support education in this country. For
a great number of those programs,
there is no record of whether they have
succeeded or failed, and in some cases
no way of measuring that progress or
lack of progress. The Department of
Education did not even account for half
of that total dollar figure. This com-
plex web of education programs only
serves to frustrate the efforts of those
who know best how to educate children
in this country—parents, teachers,
principals, superintendents and school
board members.

Over the coming months, I know that
many of my colleagues will give
speeches in their home States and will
almost certainly be required to cover
education. I remind my colleagues that
when they speak eloquently about
local control of schools, they have all
had an opportunity in this body to vote
for or against that proposition. The
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conference committee on this bill
voted against it.

Finally, I want to let all of my col-
leagues know that the fight for restor-
ing the traditional role that parents,
teachers and principals play in edu-
cation is not over. I intend to keep
forcing tough votes on my colleagues,
tough votes that I believe will eventu-
ally lead to letting our school districts
do what is best for our children—with-
out being told by Washington, DC, how
to do it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. The distinguished
Senator from Minnesota, Senator
GRAMS, wishes some time.

Mr. President, how much time re-
mains on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator controls 21 minutes 30 seconds.

Mr. SPECTER. How much on the
other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have 31 minutes.

Mr. SPECTER. I yield 5 minutes to
Senator GRAMS.

Mr. GRAMS. I ask unanimous con-
sent to be able to speak for the 5 min-
utes as in morning business.

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, will
that be charged to the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, it
will not.

Mr. SPECTER. In that event, would
the distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota speak on the bill and then ask
unanimous consent to include it as in
morning business? The Parliamen-
tarian would like it charged to the bill.

So we will vote at 2:30?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. SPECTER. We would not want to
hold up so many airplanes, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I just
had a couple of statements I wanted to
put into the RECORD for today, dealing
with the action here on Labor, Health
and Human Services, and also on an-
other unrelated item dealing with the
dairy decision in Minnesota earlier this
week.

Later today, as noted, the Senate
will complete action on the Labor
Health and Human Services appropria-
tions bill which was passed by the
House last night. I wanted to express
my appreciation to Senator SPECTER,
chairman of the Labor, HHS Appropria-
tions Subcommittee for including a 1-
year correction of Minnesota’s dis-
proportionate share allotment, other-
wise known as DSH. I also want to
thank the conferees for accepting this
correction as well. Without this correc-
tion, Minnesota’s hospitals stood to
lose millions of dollars in DSH pay-
ments, due to an error on the form that
the State filed with the Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration. While that
error was corrected when the State
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filed an amended form with HCFA, the
Balanced Budget Act did not allow
HCFA to consider amended forms in de-
termining each State’s DSH allotment.

Again, I would like to express my
thanks to our chairman, Mr. SPECTER,
and also Chairman STEVENS for their
assistance and guidance in finding a
temporary fix to this problem.

Mr. President, the Labor, Health and
Human Services appropriations bill
will buy some time for Minnesota hos-
pitals and allow Congress the oppor-
tunity to permanently correct this un-
fortunate error.

Although Minnesota hospitals have
received a l-year reprieve, it is impor-
tant that we permanently correct the
DSH allotment error. It is my under-
standing that Minnesota was not the
only State with DSH allotment con-
cerns, and those States will also need a
permanent solution.

I look forward to next year when
these problems might be addressed in
the form of a technical corrections
measure.

———

U.S. DISTRICT COURT CLASS I
DIFFERENTIALS RULING

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, on an un-
related matter, I also want to take a
moment this afternoon to rise in sup-
port of the U.S. district court decision
that prohibits the U.S. Department of
Agriculture from enforcing class I dif-
ferentials when it comes to dairy and
the Nation’s milk marketing order sys-
tem.

The ruling states that the class I
price structure provided under USDA’s
Federal milk marketing order is un-
lawful. This ruling was made after pro-
viding the Department three opportu-
nities to justify this antiquated regula-
tion which has, again, been found to be
arbitrary and capricious.

I strongly urge the Secretary to
forgo any further litigation on this
matter.

Judge Doty’s decision has confirmed
what we have known all along, and
that is that the current class I price
structure is unfair and that it makes
no economic sense.

The 1996 farm bill requires the Sec-
retary to provide price structure and
Federal milk market order reform.
This process is currently moving for-
ward, and there should be no legisla-
tive maneuvers to restore the rejected
state of affairs. I will be guarding
against legislative initiatives put forth
by regional interests which would at-
tempt to restore the inequities of the
former system.

USDA and Members of Congress must
move forward and cease to be ham-
strung by arcane economic models.
Traditional economic models are not
sufficient in constructing a dairy pol-
icy for the next century. The imposi-
tion of the 1937 dairy legislation on 1997
dairy economics is ludicrous.

Today, we have heard from our col-
leagues from Vermont that without the
current system, the rest of the country
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would be at the mercy of the Midwest
for a fresh supply of milk. We are not
asking for a monopoly, only that the
heel of Government be removed from
our dairy farmer’s throats so that they
be allowed to compete fairly.

There is no room for regional politics
in Federal dairy policy. We should not
encourage inefficiency.

The United States district court has
rendered its decision, and now it is in
Secretary Glickman’s hands to insti-
tute long-term and significant dairy re-
form which will restore equity to U.S.
dairy policy.

Thank you very much, Mr. President.
I yield the floor.

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I yield
to my distinguished colleague from
Iowa—how much time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. I would like to have
4 minutes.

Mr. SPECTER. Four minutes speak-
ing on the bill, and then he may want
to make an as-in-morning-business re-
quest to be sure it is subtracted from
the time on the bill. The Parliamen-
tarian nods in the affirmative.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will
be.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I make the unani-
mous-consent request that the Senator
from Pennsylvania enunciated.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. GRASSLEY per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1459
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield the floor.

Mr. DURBIN addressed the Chair.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

—————

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
EDUCATION AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1998—CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the conference report.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from the State of Iowa, Sen-
ator HARKIN. I also thank the Senator
from Pennsylvania, Senator SPECTER.

This is a good bill. It is not an easy
bill to write. Having been a member of
the Appropriations Committee in the
other body, I know some bills are
tougher than others. This is the tough-
est.

The committee empowered with writ-
ing this legislation entertains literally
hundreds of witnesses who ask for help
in this bill. Some are the most touch-
ing and amazing stories, as people
come before this committee with a va-
riety of different medical problems and
ask for help in funding research at the
National Institutes of Health. I am
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really encouraged that this piece of
legislation increases spending on Fed-
eral medical research projects by 7 per-
cent. I wish it were a lot more, and I
bet the Senator from Iowa and the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania agrees. Not too
many years ago, we found that the NIH
was only approving a fraction of those
good research projects which should
have been funded. There just wasn’t
enough money there.

Anyone in this body, any member of
our family, anyone listening to this
statement, either in the galleries or by
television, understands how vulnerable
we all are to medical illness. There are
times in each of our lives when we pray
that someplace at sometime someone
is investing enough money to make
sure that the cures for these illnesses
are found. This is the bill that invests
the money.

People say, what do these people do
in Washington that has any impact on
my life? We invest money in the Na-
tional Institutes of Health to try to
find ways to cure cancer, heart disease
and a variety of diseases that are not
as well known. I commend my col-
leagues who work hard on this com-
mittee to make it happen.

Another contentious issue in this bill
is the whole issue of education testing.
I don’t particularly like this bill’s pro-
vision on education testing. I see it a
lot differently. I understand at some
point the debate has to end, and we
have to move forward to pass the legis-
lation.

I believe in local control of edu-
cation, but I think it is naive for us to
believe that we should live in a nation
where 50 different States set 50 dif-
ferent standards for scientific edu-
cational achievement. For example,
the kids graduating in Illinois may go
to work in Iowa. The kids graduating
in Jowa may end up going to Nebraska.
The kids in Nebraska may end up going
to California.

The education stand