
Congressional Record
UNUM

E PLURIBUS

United States
of America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 107th CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

∑ This ‘‘bullet’’ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

.

S2795

Vol. 147 WASHINGTON, FRIDAY, MARCH 23, 2001 No. 40

House of Representatives
The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, March 26, 2001, at 2 p.m.

Senate
FRIDAY, MARCH 23, 2001

The Senate met at 8:45 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable CRAIG
THOMAS, a Senator from the State of
Wyoming.

PRAYER

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

Almighty God, on this twenty-third
day of March, we gratefully remember
that it was on this day in 1775 that Pat-
rick Henry delivered his famous, ‘‘give
me liberty or give me death’’ speech.
Thank You for patriots like Henry who
not only fought for political freedom
but also for religious freedom for all
people. We are deeply moved by what
Patrick Henry championed in Article
16 of the Virginia Bill of Rights: that
‘‘. . . all men are equally entitled to
the free exercise of religion and to
practice . . . forbearance, love, and
charity towards each other.’’

Father, may the many different ways
we worship You result in righteousness
in our character and in our leadership.
May Your righteousness make us right
with You, keep us right with each
other, and distinguish our Nation for
righteousness. Help us face and solve
any problems in our society that deny
people their freedom. So help us, Al-
mighty God, for we do believe that
righteousness exalts a Nation! Amen.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable CHRIS DODD, a Sen-
ator from the State of Connecticut, led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-

lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,

Washington, DC, March 23, 2001.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable CRAIG THOMAS, a Sen-
ator from the State of Wyoming, to perform
the duties of the Chair.

STROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. THOMAS thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Acting Majority Leader is
recognized.

f

SCHEDULE

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President,
today the Senate will immediately re-

sume the consideration of the Helms
campaign finance reform legislation
with up to 15 minutes of debate with a
vote to occur at approximately 9 a.m.

Additional amendments will be of-
fered throughout the day.

Senators who have amendments are
encouraged to come to the floor during
today’s session to ensure consideration
of their amendment.

As a reminder, the Senate will con-
sider the Hollings joint resolution re-
garding a constitutional amendment
on Monday. A vote on that joint reso-
lution will occur beginning at 6 p.m.
Additional votes may occur Monday
evening as well.

f

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN REFORM
ACT OF 2001

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

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 27) to amend the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971 to provide bipartisan
campaign reform.

Pending:
Specter amendment No. 140, to provide

findings regarding the current state of cam-
paign finance laws and to clarify the defini-
tion of electioneering communication.

Helms amendment No. 141, to require labor
organizations to provide notice to members
concerning their rights with respect to the
expenditure of funds for activities unrelated
to collective bargaining.

AMENDMENT NO. 141, AS MODIFIED

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President,
Senator HELMS desires to modify his
amendment. I send that modification
to the desk.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The amendment is so modified.
The amendment (No. 141), as modi-

fied, is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . DISCLOSURE OF EXPENDITURES BY

LABOR ORGANIZATIONS.
Section 8 of the National Labor Relations

Act (29 U.S.C. 158) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(i) NOTICE TO MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES.—
A labor organization shall, on an annual
basis, provide (by mail) to each employee
who, during the year involved, pays dues,
initiation fees, assessments, or other pay-
ments as a condition of membership in the
labor organization or as a condition of em-
ployment (as provided for in subsection
(a)(3)), a notice that includes the following
statement: ‘The United States Supreme
Court has ruled that labor organizations can-
not force fees-paying non-members to pay for
activities that are unrelated to collective
bargaining contract administration and
grievance adjustment. You have the right to
resign from the labor organization and, after
such resignation, to pay reduced dues or fees
in accordance with the decision of the Su-
preme Court.’ ’’.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will begin consideration of the
Helms amendment, and there are 16
minutes of debate to be equally divided
in the usual form.

Who yields time?
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President,

Senator HELMS is not able to be here at
this moment.

With regard to labor unions in Amer-
ica, let me say, on behalf of his amend-
ment, we have had amendments that
would guarantee that union members
had an opportunity to consent to their
money being used on causes to which
they might object. That was voted
down. We have had amendments on dis-
closure so that union members and the
public could learn how union money is
being spent. That has been voted down.

Senator HELMS is now offering a very
basic right to members, and that is no-
tification. He hopes that if consent is a
poison pill, and disclosure is a poison
pill, maybe notification will not be.
That is at the heart of the Helms
amendment.

I certainly would urge all Members
to support this very important amend-
ment that provides basic fairness to
members of organized labor.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will the

Chair notify me when I have used 3
minutes?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair will do so.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I obviously
did not object to the Member’s desire
to modify the amendment. That is the
courtesy we extend to each other in the
Senate. I point out that this amend-
ment was poorly drafted. There were
actual misstatements of current law
included in the amendment.

The modified amendment requires
there be written notice. With all due
respect to my friend from North Caro-
lina, to begin with, this is an unneces-

sary amendment. Secondly, it is a type
of union bashing again. This is the
same process we have been through.
Yesterday we voted 99–0 on Senator
NICKLES’ amendment to strike the
Beck language from this bill. We be-
lieved that the Senate should not be
legislating like this on a decision the
Supreme Court has left to the NLRB to
interpret and decide.

Under the Beck holding, there is a re-
quirement of notice. This amendment
attempts to specify the content of the
notice, the means on a portion of the
notice required under that decision.
The courts have said that it is the pur-
view of the National Labor Relations
Board, through case law, to spell out
what constitutes that notice.

With the amendment we adopted yes-
terday 99–0, we said: Look, even though
we have different opinions about what
Beck holds, we should not try to in-
clude Beck in the McCain-Feingold
campaign finance reform bill itself.
Congress should defer to the NLRB
with respect to Beck. Now, here we go
again. We are going right back, almost
with the next amendment, saying we
are going to take portions of the Beck
decision and tell you what Beck means.
That, it seems to me, contradicts the
exact vote we cast yesterday. I am
somewhat surprised about this because
I thought maybe we were going to put
these amendments aside, particularly
after having gone through any number
of amendments that were designed to
attack organized labor and unions and
their involvement.

But with that said, I must note that
there are other political rights that
union members have. I do not hear my
colleagues suggesting that those rights
ought to be enumerated and notice
given about them. For example, you
have a right to join with other union
members to register members, their
families, or other employees. Why not
send written notice of that right to
union members?

You have the right to join with other
union members and encourage and as-
sist other members to vote. That is a
right. Why not include written notice
of that?

There is a long list of rights that
union members have that could be in-
cluded. You have a right, on your own
nonworking time, to volunteer to as-
sist other candidates. I could go down a
long list of union member’s political
rights that we do not require under law
that there be a written notice. As a re-
sult, this amendment is targeted and
pointed in a way that is unfair.

Under Federal law, you have the
right to organize a union in your work-
place, to join a union. Under Federal
law, you cannot be disciplined, dis-
charged, or suffer any adverse action
by an employer to join or assist a
union.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has used 3 minutes.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask for 1
additional minute.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DODD. Under Federal law, you
have the right to join or assist a union.
Under Federal law, you have a pro-
tected right, together with any other
employees, to present any views, re-
quests, or demands to your employer
about wages, benefits, and the like.
Why not require that these be given
written notice?

My point is this—this amendment is
adversely selective in its approach. It
is picking out one part of the Beck de-
cision, and saying to the NLRB: You
have no right to decide in this area.
Congress is going to specifically tell
the NLRB how to do it. As I said, yes-
terday we voted 99–0 to strike the Beck
language from this bill. We are coming
right back in again today and asking
this body to re-inject itself into the
Beck decision.

The Beck decision requires notice.
The NLRB already has rich case law on
what constitutes notice and how to
make sure members receive legally suf-
ficient notice. For us to specify, as the
Helms amendment does, would be a re-
turn to exactly what we are trying to
avoid by the vote we cast yesterday.

For those reasons, I urge rejection of
this amendment.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Obviously, unions
have every incentive to inform workers
of their right to organize and their
rights to get them to join unions. That
is to their advantage. They do not have
an incentive to notify members of their
opportunity to get their own money
back. That is precisely what the Helms
amendment is about: to require notifi-
cation to individual union members of
their rights to receive a refund.

It seems to me it is quite simple. It
looks to me as if the opponents of this
amendment think it is perfectly all
right for unions to notify employees
about the opportunities to organize but
not the opportunities to receive any re-
funds they are due under Federal law.

So it is quite simple. I certainly urge
adoption of the Helms amendment.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I yield 2

minutes to my friend from Wisconsin.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Wisconsin.
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I will

vote against this amendment. I, too,
thought we had finished with the
antilabor amendments yesterday when
we agreed to remove the codification of
the Beck provision from the bill. The
debate on this campaign finance re-
form bill is not the proper forum to ad-
dress labor law issues.

I think these kinds of amendments
have, at this point, become distrac-
tions. Sooner or later, those who op-
pose this bill are going to have to quit
trying to change the subject and face
up to the real issue, the corrupt soft
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money system that they have defended
by standing in the way of reform.

Sooner or later, we are going to get
to the point where people realize a ma-
jority of this body wants to pass this
reform, a majority of the House wants
this reform, and most importantly, the
American people want this reform.

This amendment requires a notice to
be posted in every workplace telling
union members that they have a right
to quit their union. That is not bal-
anced and is not evenhanded. So what
is next? I guess we should require all
companies to send a notice to their
shareholders letting each and every
one of them know they have a right to
sell their shares if they do not like the
political spending of the corporations.
That is the logical implication of this.

I think it is fitting that our last vote
of this week will be to table this
amendment. If we learned nothing else
this week—actually, I think we have
learned a lot, but if we learned nothing
else, we now know for sure the Senate
is not going to add antiunion amend-
ments to this bill. And it is not going
to do that not because it wants to pro-
tect labor but because it wants to pro-
tect reform.

I thank my colleagues, especially on
the Republican side of the aisle where
the pressure to take a shot at labor is
intense, for standing firm against these
distracting and irrelevant amendments
and moving us ever closer to passing
the McCain-Feingold bill.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President,
here is an example of the need to en-
sure union members know of their
rights. In 1959, Congress enacted the
Labor Management Reporting and Dis-
closure Act, LMRDA, to ‘‘protect the
rights and interests of union members
against abuses by unions and their offi-
cials.’’ The act gave union members
various substantive rights that were
considered so crucial to ensuring that
unions were ‘‘democratically governed
and responsive to the will of their
membership’’ that they were labeled
the ‘‘Bill of Rights of Members of
Labor Organizations.’’

Of course, Congress realized that the
protections provided in the Bill of
Rights of Members of Labor Organiza-
tions were meaningless if union mem-
bers did not know of their existence.
Therefore, in section 105 of the
LMRDA, Congress mandated that
‘‘[e]very labor organization shall in-
form its members concerning the pro-
visions of this chapter.’’

Unfortunately, as demonstrated by
the United States Fourth Circuit Court
of Appeals’ recent decision in Thomas
versus The Grand Lodge of the Inter-
national Association of Machinists, No.
99–1621 (January 27, 2000), labor unions
have frustrated the will of Congress for
over 40 years and sought to prevent
their members from learning of the
rights Congress gave them. Unions
have done this by simply disregarding
Congress’ direct command to notify
‘‘[e]very labor organization shall in-
form its members concerning the Bill

of Rights of Members of Labor Organi-
zations in the LMRDA.

Unions take the meritless position,
the Machinists Union asserted in the
Thomas, that their one-time publica-
tion of the Bill of Rights of Members of
Labor Organizations in the LMRDA to
their membership in 1959 satisfied their
obligation under section 105.

The Court of Appeals rejected this ar-
gument, as any sane person would, be-
cause it ran ‘‘counter to the clear text
of [section 105]’’, which, according to
the Court clearly states Congress’ in-
tent ‘‘that each individual [union mem-
ber] soon after obtaining membership
be informed about the provisions of the
[Bill of Rights of Members of Labor Or-
ganizations.]’’ Unions have been flout-
ing the law in this manner since 1959,
so there is a need to not only ensure
that workers know their rights, but
real need to make unions obey laws
that have been on the books since 1959
that require them to provide certain
notices to workers. Does my colleague
support unions disregarding their obli-
gations under the LMRDA?

Mr. President, I repeat, if this
amendment is voted down, it is further
evidence during this debate that no
amendments will be adopted that in
any way adversely impact organized
labor. All of those amendments have
been described as a poison pill. It is
pretty clear, as we move along, that
anything that provides any kind of dis-
comfort for the largest special interest
in America will not be included in this
bill.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. DODD. I yield 30 seconds to the

Senator from Michigan.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Michigan.
Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend from

Connecticut.
Mr. President, yesterday we decided

we were going to leave the Beck inter-
pretation and implementation to the
courts. That is exactly where that is
right now. This whole issue of what is
related to collective bargaining is
being litigated now in the courts. This
amendment goes in the opposite direc-
tion.

In the Nickles amendment yesterday,
we said, let’s be silent on the defini-
tions that are involved in Beck. This
now puts in a partial definition, as the
Senator from Connecticut pointed out,
in only parts which are aimed at reduc-
ing participation and free association.
That is not what we should be doing.
We should keep our eye on eliminating
the soft money.

Mr. DODD. I yield 30 seconds to the
Senator from Arizona.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I point
out, I did have a meeting with the lead-
er of the AFL–CIO in which he ex-
pressed his dissatisfaction with several
portions of this legislation.

I believe it should also be reiterated
that taking out the Beck language was
something that was agreed to on both
sides.

Mr. President, I am going to make a
motion to table this amendment at the
appropriate time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

The Senator from Connecticut has 30
seconds. The Senator from Kentucky
has 5 minutes.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield back our
time.

Mr. DODD. I yield back our time.
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move

to table the amendment and ask for
the yeas and nays.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to table the Helms amendment
No. 141, as modified.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from California (Mrs. BOXER), the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. CARPER),
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY), the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. MILLER), and the Senator
from Washington (Mrs. MURRAY) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. BOXER) would vote ‘‘aye.’’

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 53,
nays 40, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 46 Leg.]
YEAS—53

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Breaux
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle
Dayton

DeWine
Dodd
Dorgan
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kerry
Kohl
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

Lincoln
McCain
Mikulski
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—40

Allard
Allen
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Craig
Crapo
Domenici
Ensign
Enzi
Frist

Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
McConnell
Murkowski

Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NOT VOTING—7

Boxer
Carper
Durbin

Kennedy
Landrieu
Miller

Murray

The motion was agreed to.
Mr. SCHUMER. I move to reconsider

the vote.
Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we have

agreed that this was the last vote of
the day. If I may have the attention of
the managers, I believe there is an un-
derstanding that we will do a couple
more amendments today.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. LOTT. I yield to Senator MCCON-
NELL.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I believe on this
side we have an amendment from Sen-
ator HUTCHISON of Texas and Senator
FITZGERALD of Illinois to be laid down
this morning and dealt with Monday,
and I believe one on the Democratic
side as well.

Mr. DODD. If the Senator will yield,
we are hopeful Senator WELLSTONE will
have an amendment. I do not think he
will offer it today but maybe first
thing on Monday about noon. It should
not take much time. We can have that
and then go to the Hollings proposal at
2 o’clock, I believe, on which we will
have 4 hours; is that correct?

Mr. LOTT. Under the agreement, I
believe it is actually five, but we have
worked out that we will shorten that
time and it will only be 4 hours.

Mr. DODD. With the debates ahead of
time and some votes ready, we should
have business to do when Members
come back on Monday.

Mr. LOTT. I remind all the Senators
that we can expect one or two, maybe
even more votes, as many as four
around 6 o’clock on Monday. As al-
ways, Senator DASCHLE and I will try
to accommodate as many Senators as
is possible, but we have to make some
progress on this legislation. We are
trying to accommodate everybody by
having debate and then stacking those
votes on Monday. As my colleagues
know, we have not been stacking votes,
but we need to do that in order to
make progress and have those votes
late Monday afternoon.

Also, while we have had a free-flow-
ing debate and vote on amendments
and some people like the way this is
progressing, at some point we need to
identify how many amendments are
out there, how many are pending. I un-
derstand Senators are now coming up
with some new ideas for amendments
they may want to offer.

The whole idea has been from the be-
ginning that while we will have full de-
bate and amendments offered, at some
point next week—hopefully by Thurs-
day night—we will get to a conclusion
of this consideration. We cannot do
that if we do not know what amend-
ments are out there and if we do not
begin to make more progress in terms
of the amount of time we spend on
amendments. We do not have to spend
the full 3 hours or 4 hours on amend-
ments. If my colleagues need to, fine,
but I hope the managers of the legisla-
tion and those who have been working
on it—Senator MCCAIN, Senator FEIN-

GOLD, Senator MCCONNELL, and Senator
DODD—will receive the cooperation of
Senators so we will know what we can
expect next week. If you look at the
stacked votes on Monday and look at
the next 3 days—we have been doing
two or three amendments a day, per-
haps as many as three now—that would
mean we could only do nine or ten
more amendments. I hope Members
will think in those terms to get to a
point where we get a fair conclusion.

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the majority lead-
er yield?

Mr. LOTT. I am happy to yield.
Mr. MCCAIN. I thank the majority

leader. I understand the necessity, be-
cause of the weekend, that there may
be two or three stacked votes on Mon-
day. But the original agreement was
we wouldn’t stack any votes. So it will
be my intention to object for the rest
of the week after these stacked votes.
These are too critical to wait over the
weekend and let them sit out there to
then have everybody come running in
to vote on them.

I thank Senators DODD and MCCON-
NELL. We have had an excellent debate
and a ventilation of this issue which
has been educational not only to Mem-
bers but to the country.

I also emphasize we need to get this
done. I understand the urgency of mov-
ing to the budget the week after next,
but we need to get this issue com-
pleted. I hope all Members understand
that. We are committed to staying on
this until we get a final vote either up
or down on the bill.

I thank the majority leader for all
his help. This has been a debate that I
can personally say I have enjoyed and
I think other Members have as well.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, it is obvi-
ous we are probably going to have to go
late Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thurs-
day night to get this accomplished. We
have difficulty when we have Senators
say: I have an amendment, but I don’t
want to offer it Thursday night or Fri-
day or Monday, but I am available
Tuesday—as is everybody else. I hope
Senators, if they are serious, will take
advantage of prime time on Friday
morning or Monday night at 8 o’clock,
which is, I believe, about 5 o’clock in
California. It would be a very good
time to offer a serious amendment.

I yield to Senator DASCHLE.
Mr. DASCHLE. At times in the past

when we have had debates of this
kind—and this has been a very produc-
tive and good debate this week—we
have sought unanimous consent for a
finite list, and it would be something
we might want to contemplate doing
maybe no later than Monday evening
so we can work down a list and try to
find ways in which to manage the re-
maining amendments.

Most Members on this side would be
prepared to work with the leadership
to find a way to do that. That may be
something we want to contemplate
over the weekend.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I know the
managers are trying to identify those

amendments. I talked to Senator
MCCAIN and Senator MCCONNELL about
getting that list identified clearly by
Tuesday; certainly to get that done it
would have to be in on Monday.

We do have pending before the coun-
try the need for action on our budget
for the year, on tax relief that could be
beneficial to all Americans and the
economy. We have the education legis-
lation reported out of the Health Com-
mittee ready to go as soon as we come
back from the Easter recess, and we
have an energy problem in this country
that needs some attention, too. We
have a lot of very serious work we need
to do on behalf of the American people.

I hope we can complete this bill by
the end of next week, and I expect that
to be the case.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. LOTT. I yield to the Senator.
Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to the distin-

guished majority leader, it shouldn’t be
a problem coming up with a list of
amendments by sometime Monday.

I think it was George Orwell in the
novel ‘‘Animal Farm,’’ who said all
pigs were equal but some pigs were
more equal than others. All amend-
ments are equal, but I think we have a
sense of the really important amend-
ments and those will be dealt with in
the early part of the week. I think we
will have a clearer sense of where we
are.

I also want to agree with Senator
MCCAIN. This has been a superb debate,
enlightening for all the Members. A lot
of Members, and hopefully members of
the press, have learned a little bit more
about a very complex issue which we
have had out here in a freewheeling
fashion for the last week. We under-
stand the need to get to a conclusion
and will work toward that on Monday.

Mr. DODD. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. LOTT. I yield.
Mr. DODD. I think there has literally

only been half an hour or an hour of
quorum calls all week. The Members
have engaged in the debate. This is like
the preparation of bacon and eggs. The
Members are deeply committed to this
issue in some ways, and we are spend-
ing the time on it.

I hope next week we can complete
this. We have had wonderful debate and
good amendments, by the way. We have
improved this bill. I think both Sen-
ator MCCAIN and Senator FEINGOLD
would agree there have been improve-
ments to the legislation as a result of
the amendment process.

I know the other issues are tremen-
dously important and all of us care
about them. This issue goes to the
heart of all of those questions, as well.
This will be an important debate.

I thank my colleague from Kentucky
and the Members who have been on the
floor during the week. They have con-
tributed to the debate substantially.

Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Presiding Of-

ficer. I wanted to ask the distinguished
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majority leader if I might make some
comments, few in number, with respect
to the subject of the forthcoming ac-
tion on the budget that had been men-
tioned. My leader on the Budget Com-
mittee is not here at the moment but I
simply want to say on behalf of myself
and other Members of the Budget Com-
mittee, particularly those on my side,
we do really need to have a good debate
on the budget.

I will probably have a few additional
comments later today, but for now let
me just remind the Senate that accord-
ing to reports, the Budget Committee
will not report out a budget resolution.
This will be the first time, I am told, in
the history of this Budget Act that the
Senate will not have the benefit of a
markup in the Budget Committee. I am
not saying at this point to criticize
anybody, but this is something new. I
am a new member of the Budget Com-
mittee so I am learning some things as
we go along.

I do have to make that point. The
people of this country are going to be
denied, as Senators will be denied, the
opportunity to listen to and to engage
in debate in the Budget Committee,
with amendments being offered and
acted upon in that committee before a
budget resolution is sent to the floor.
It probably won’t be reported from
committee, a resolution, but according
to the law, it is due to be reported by
April 1, April 1 being a Sunday, and we
understand it is due to be reported, due
to be put on the calendar without de-
bate, without amendments in the com-
mittee, by April 2.

Now, the second wrinkle in this horn
is the Senate has not yet received the
budget from the administration. We
have received kind of a blue outline
which, like the apostle Paul said, en-
ables us to see through a glass darkly.
We don’t have a budget. That is not
something that is unheard of, as I will
say later today, and which was also
emphasized yesterday by the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico, Mr.
DOMENICI, the very able chairman of
the Budget Committee.

I do have a few things, after I read
the RECORD, that I want to say in that
regard. I only want to say, Mr. Leader,
whatever we can do to help the Senate
to be able to examine this budget reso-
lution when it is called up, have ample
time to do it, and I want us to be able
to act with some idea of what the ad-
ministration is going to have in its
budget.

We had earlier understood that the
budget would be up here on April 3.
Now we are told it will be up here on
April 9 which is, I believe, the first
Monday or Tuesday in the recess. So
we will get the budget in the recess.
But by then, according to the schedule
that we understand will be followed,
the budget resolution will be called up
in the Senate and acted upon.

I will make a few additional remarks
on this subject after I read the RECORD
because my distinguished and beloved
friend, PETE DOMENICI, chairman of the

Budget Committee, made some com-
ments yesterday, and I have no fault
with that at all, but I do want to read
those comments.

Please understand we are being con-
fronted very soon with a matter which
is going to be very controversial,
thorny, and heatedly debated at times,
which is all right. But the Senate needs
to be put on notice. The people need to
be put on notice that this is coming.
Coming events cast their shadows be-
fore them.

This is an event that is casting its
shadow. Unfortunately, we are not
going to have an opportunity in the
Budget Committee to make our wishes
known.

The distinguished Senator from
Michigan is on the floor. She is on that
committee—a very able new member. I
am a new member—not so able, but a
new member. But she is a very able
new member and she will join with me
in calling attention to this. Not much
is being said about this right now, but
it is out there, it is coming, and it is
probably the most important subject
that this Senate will discuss this year.
It involves a huge tax cut.

I was glad to see in the newspaper
this morning that the distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee,
Mr. DOMENICI, is thinking of having—I
don’t know how accurate this is, how
accurate the story is, but he is think-
ing in terms of having a rebate, which
I think might be a very good approach.
But he is also thinking of still having
a 10-year approach. I haven’t heard him
say that. We will certainly be listening
with great interest to what he has to
say on this point.

I thank both leaders for allowing me
to take these few minutes because I
don’t think the time has been ill spent
by my calling to the attention what
lies ahead.

In closing, let me thank Mr. MCCAIN
for his objections to stacked votes.
That may be a thing we ought to do,
not just with reference to this par-
ticular bill that is before the Senate,
but we perhaps ought to object to
stacked votes. I know how it would in-
convenience Senators, but the people
did not send me to this Senate for my
convenience. I am here to serve them.
And it is not in the best interests of
the people that we stack votes, and for
the very reasons that Mr. MCCAIN said.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Michigan.
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, if I

might just comment for a moment to
support the distinguished Senator’s
comments. Senator BYRD may be in
fact a new member of the Budget Com-
mittee. He is certainly a person we
look to for wise counsel on important
subjects such as the budget. I have
learned a tremendous amount from
him as a member of the Budget Com-
mittee. I would add to his comments. I
am, in fact, a new Member of the Sen-
ate as well as to the Budget Com-
mittee, but I have sat through our 16

hearings, had the opportunity to listen
to each Secretary, each area of the
budget, listening to the views on the
President’s budget, and at the end of
this process when I assumed as a new
member I would have the opportunity
to put forward the wishes of the people
of Michigan—our values, our priorities
in the form of a budget—we were told
yesterday we, in fact, would not even
debate a budget resolution for the first
time since 1974 when the Budget Act
was put together.

I share Senator BYRD’s tremendous
concerns. I cannot imagine anything
more fundamental than this body de-
bating the future of the country
through the budget. I strongly support
and urge that the leadership on the
other side decide to allow us to do our
job on the Budget Committee and come
forward with, hopefully, what would be
a bipartisan document that would
allow us to proceed and work together
to do the country’s business.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the dis-
tinguished Senator will yield?

Ms. STABENOW. I am happy to yield
to the distinguished Senator.

Mr. BYRD. I just want to com-
pliment the Senator from Michigan for
the exemplary service she has rendered
on the Budget Committee, and I thank
her for her comments today.

I thank the Chair.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Texas.
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I

suggest the absence of a quorum.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent the quorum
call be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The Senator from
Texas has an amendment to offer, and
I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas.

AMENDMENT NO. 111

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask that amendment No. 111 be re-
ported.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON]

proposes an amendment numbered 111.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I ask unanimous
consent the reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To amend the Internal Revenue

Code of 1986 to exempt State and local po-
litical committees from duplicative notifi-
cation and reporting requirements made
applicable to political organizations by
Public Law 106–230)
On page 37, between lines 14 and 15, insert

the following:
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SEC. 305. EXEMPTION FOR STATE AND LOCAL PO-

LITICAL COMMITTEES FROM NOTIFI-
CATION AND REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENTS IMPOSED BY PUBLIC LAW
106–230.

(a) EXEMPTION FROM NOTIFICATION RE-
QUIREMENTS.—Paragraph (5) of section 527(i)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relat-
ing to organizations must notify Secretary
that they are section 527 organizations) is
amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A), by striking the period at the
end of subparagraph (B) and inserting ‘‘, or’’,
and by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(C) which—
‘‘(i) engages in exempt function activity

solely in the attempt to influence the selec-
tion, nomination, election, or appointment
of any individual to any State or local public
office or office in a State or local political
organization, and

‘‘(ii) is subject to State or local contribu-
tion and expenditure reporting requirements
relating to selections, nominations, elec-
tions, and appointments to such offices, and
reports under such requirements are publicly
available.’’.

(b) EXEMPTION FROM REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Paragraph (5) of section 527(j) of
such Code (relating to required disclosures of
expenditures and contributions) is amended
by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subparagraph
(D), by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (E) and inserting ‘‘, or’’, and by
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(F) to any organization which—
‘‘(i) engages in exempt function activity

solely in the attempt to influence the selec-
tion, nomination, election, or appointment
of any individual to any State or local public
office or office in a State or local political
organization, and

‘‘(ii) is subject to State or local contribu-
tion and expenditure reporting requirements
relating to selections, nominations, elec-
tions, and appointments to such offices, and
reports under such requirements are publicly
available.’’.

(c) EXEMPTION FROM REQUIREMENTS FOR
ANNUAL RETURN BASED ON GROSS RECEIPTS.—
Paragraph (6) of section 6012(a) of such Code
is amended by striking ‘‘section)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section and an organization de-
scribed in section 527(i)(5)(C)’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Notwithstanding sec-
tion 402, the amendments made by this sec-
tion shall take effect as if included in the
amendments made by Public Law 106–230.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
this is a technical amendment to a bill
that was passed last year by the Senate
to correct a problem, and it has cor-
rected part of a problem, but it has
caused a problem for our State and
local candidates all over the country.

By way of background, this was a bill
that was passed in an effort to close a
loophole where some stealth PAC orga-
nizations that were making contribu-
tions and doing advertising did not
have to disclose to whom they were
contributing or who was contributing
to them. In fact, it is called a 527 orga-
nization. Almost all political organiza-
tions—party committees, candidate
committees—are section 527 organiza-
tions.

As a 527, they enjoy Federal tax-ex-
empt status and thus do not pay taxes
on contributions. While most 527 orga-
nizations also file with the Federal
Election Commission because they are
engaged in express advocacy activities,

there are a few organizations, so-called
stealth PACs, that did not have to file
with the FEC because they are engaged
solely in issue advocacy and not in can-
didate advocacy. These groups gen-
erally have been sham organizations.

So in an attempt to close the loop-
hole so that the groups’ donors would
have to be disclosed, we passed a law
last summer requiring all 527 organiza-
tions to file notification of their status
with the IRS and to disclose certain ex-
penditures and contributions.

The reason these groups must file
with the IRS as opposed to the FEC is
the new disclosure requirements are
imposed as a condition of their tax-ex-
empt status. Thus, those groups that
choose not to file with the IRS could
lose their tax-exempt status.

While this law was intended to target
stealth PACs, it has had the unin-
tended consequence of imposing bur-
densome and duplicative reporting re-
quirements on State and local cam-
paign committees that are not involved
in Federal election activities. State
legislators across the country have
been furious about these new require-
ments because, of course, they are tak-
ing in contributions, as a candidate
would, and they do not want to have to
file with the IRS as well as the FEC
and their State and local requirements.

So the amendment I have introduced
is an attempt to fix this, what I think
is an inequity that was not intended,
by simply saying that if a candidate
committee, or any committee, is sub-
ject to State or local contribution and
expenditure reporting requirements re-
lating to selections, nominations, elec-
tions, and appointments to such office,
and they report under those require-
ments, and those reports are public,
they would not also have to file with
the IRS.

It is a simple amendment. It is a
technical correction. I think it will
help all of our State and local can-
didates not to have this burdensome
duplication. All of their contributions
are reported. Their expenditures are re-
ported. There are State laws governing
it.

I know this wasn’t intended by Con-
gress when we passed this amendment
to section 527 of the Internal Revenue
Code.

I hope we can fix this so these State
and local candidates will not be subject
to losing their ability to run their cam-
paign—hopefully without the burden-
some overregulation. Many of them
don’t even have the capability to hire
people to make these kinds of extra
disclosures, which are not necessary
because they are already public.

The bottom line is if someone al-
ready publicly discloses their contribu-
tions and their expenditures under a
law of the State, they should not be re-
quired to also file with the IRS.

That is the summation of the amend-
ment. I wouldn’t think there would be
an objection to it by either side. I
think there wouldn’t be an objection
by either House of Congress.

I submit for the RECORD a letter from
the National Conference of State Leg-
islators, which is a bipartisan organiza-
tion, asking that this be fixed and stat-
ing that it has become an unreasonable
burden, one that certainly does not in
any way help public disclosure but, in
fact, is just a duplication of public dis-
closure that is already required.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the RECORD.

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

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF
STATE LEGISLATURES,

March 21, 2001.
Ms. MELISSA MEULLER,
Ways and Means Counsel, Office of Representa-

tive Lloyd Doggett, Cannon House Office
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR MELISSA: I wanted to respond to our
phone conversation of several weeks ago
wherein you asked me to provide you with
more information as to how the new Section
527 law (P.L. 106–230) adversely impacts state
legislators, paying specific attention to the
new tax code requirements.

P.L. 106–230 requires political organiza-
tions to provide notice of status to the IRS
by July 31, 2000, unless an exception applies.
The only exception available to a state legis-
lative campaign is Sec. 527(i)(5)(B) (‘‘reason-
ably anticipates that it will not have gross
receipts of $25,000 or more for any taxable
year’’). Given the size of Texas House dis-
tricts, the cost of running a campaign will
almost always be more than $25,000. Failure
to file the notice of status results in a pen-
alty in the form of a tax liability. If the po-
litical organization fails to file the notice of
status by the due date, the organization
must include contributions received after
June 30, 2000, in taxable income.

The following represents an example of
how the new law plays out in Texas:

A Texas House member heard about P.L.
106–230 in July 2000, but did not file the no-
tice of status because he didn’t think it ap-
plied to his campaign. In his opinion, he
doesn’t have an ‘‘organization,’’ just family
and friends who help out. Political contribu-
tions to his campaign are deposited in a non-
interest-bearing checking account. He was
not able to reach anyone at the IRS who
could tell him with certainty whether he was
required to obtain an EIN and file the notice
of status.

He held a fundraiser in November 2000 and
raised $42,000 in political contributions. In
January 2001, he learned that P.L. 106–230 did
apply to his situation. He filed the 1120–POL
tax return on March 15, 2001. Following the
form’s instructions, he included $42,000 in
total income and deducted a total of $2,000.
The ‘‘penalty’’ for his failure to file the no-
tice of status is $14,000! If he had filed the no-
tice of status before the due date, his tax li-
ability would be $0.

Beginning March 2002, he must filed Form
1120–POL if his campaign receives $25,000 in
contributions, even though his campaign has
no taxable income. In other words, he is re-
quired to file Form 1120–POL with all zeros.
He must also file Form 990–EZ, the annual
information return. According to the IRS,
the estimated average time needed to com-
plete Form 990–EZ is more than 51 hours!
That includes recordkeeping, learning about
the law and the form, and preparing the
form.

Under Ch. 254, Tex. Elec. Code, candidates
and officeholders are required to file reports
at least semiannually with the Texas Ethics
Commission, itemizing contributions,
pledges, loans, expenditures, and providing
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certain other information. The threshold for
itemization is $50. See 254.031, Tex. Elec.
Code. Most candidates and officeholders are
also required to file these reports electroni-
cally.

The purpose of P.L. 106–230 is to ensure full
disclosure of political contributions and ex-
penditures. Form 1120–POL does not provide
the public with any additional information
on contributions and expenditures. More-
over, Form 990–EZ provides only aggregated
information. If the public wants detailed in-
formation on a Texas House member’s con-
tributions and expenditures, the public must
still go to the Texas Ethics Commission re-
ports.

I hope you find this information helpful.
As I had stated to you in our conversation,
the draft legislation proposed by Representa-
tive Doggett does not address the concerns of
state legislators with P.L. 106–230. I urge you
to suggest reworking Representative
Doggett’s proposed legislation to exempt
state legislators from the burdensome and
duplicative requirements of P.L. 106–230.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you
have any further questions. I may be reached
at 202–624–3566, or by e-mail at
Susan.Frederick@ncsl.org.

Sincerely,
SUSAN PARNAS FREDERICK,

Committee Director,
NCSL Law and Justice.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
made the argument. I hope the amend-
ment will be accepted. I understand we
will need to clear it through the Fi-
nance Committee and make sure they
are also not opposed to it.

But I believe if anyone looks at the
technical nature of this amendment,
they will support it. It would take a
terrible burden away from our State
legislators and local candidates for
mayor or city council.

I certainly hope we can do that in an
expedited way.

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

f

THE BUDGET

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
wanted to speak for a few moments as
if in morning business to talk about
the budget and what the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico is proposing.

I was privileged to be in a briefing to
learn what the committee is looking
at. It was discussed earlier on the floor
that the bill is going to come straight
out of committee.

I am pleased that is going to happen
because I would like to have just as
much say in the budget as would any
Member of the Senate. We will have 30
or 50 hours of debate. We will have
plenty of time to discuss our priorities.
But with this evenly divided Senate,
more and more, all of us are going to
have the opportunity on the floor to

have our input rather than not have it
come to the floor and bog down the
process.

I am very pleased with what we are
hearing. I am very pleased that we are
bringing the budget up on an expedited
basis because I think we need to move
swiftly. Our country is looking at an
economic downturn. Many people think
it is a recession. I hope it isn’t. But,
nevertheless, I think action is needed. I
think action on behalf of the American
people is warranted at this time.

I think setting the budget and deter-
mining what our priority expenditures
are going to be and looking at giving
tax relief to American workers at this
time is even more important than it
was when we first introduced the idea
because many of us believe that having
this huge budget surplus sitting in
Washington, DC, is certainly not good
economic policy and it isn’t good fiscal
policy.

It is time for us to make sure the
money that is sitting in Washington,
DC, in excess of what is needed for the
running of our Government be put back
in the pocketbooks of the people of this
country.

I am very pleased we are working on
an expedited basis. I am pleased we are
going to take up a budget. I am pleased
Senator DOMENICI, the leader of the
Budget Committee, is pushing right
now, right this minute, for an imme-
diate tax relief plan—something that
people will see is going to come. They
will know for sure that is going to
come, and that it will come, hopefully,
on an expedited basis.

I am very proud the Budget Com-
mittee is moving forward in this fash-
ion. I am so proud of our leadership. I
hope we can work with the other side
of the aisle so all of us will have equal
input in the 30 to 50 hours of debate
that we have on the budget resolution
so we can establish our priorities; so
we can preserve Medicare; so we can
have real Medicare reform to include
prescription drugs; so we can have the
new added expenditures that we know
we are going to need to upgrade the
quality of life for those serving in our
military; and so we can increase spend-
ing on public education to make sure
every child has a quality public edu-
cation, which is the foundation for de-
mocracy.

I think we will have those added ex-
penditures and we will have tax relief
for the American people.

If we can take up this budget resolu-
tion a week from Monday, we will do it
on an expedited basis.

I am proud of Senator DOMENICI and
the leadership of the Budget Com-
mittee. I am proud of our leadership
and their working with our President
to make sure we have tax relief for
hard-working Americans.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I yield the floor.

CAMPAIGN REFORM ACT OF 2001—
Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 111

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss this amendment which I am
sorry to oppose.

I appreciate the involvement of the
Senator from Texas in this issue and
on this particular aspect of it because
it was the first major breakthrough we
were able to make in the area of cam-
paign finance reform requiring full dis-
closure of 527 activities.

Now that full disclosure has been ob-
tained, we find some fascinating things
have gone on in the name of campaign
activities, such as buying trucks, giv-
ing people very generous salaries, rent-
ing office space—very interesting
things.

Basically, as I read this amendment,
it does not require the State and local
political committees to notify and re-
port the requirements imposed in 527.

As I understand the comments of the
Senator from Texas, I guess somehow
it gives them burdensome paperwork
that would be difficult for them to
achieve in the case of 527s.

They are making these reports, and
all they have to do is make a copy and
send it to Washington. So for a 527, it
seems to me, it would not be that hard
to use a copying machine. In fact, you
might want to even go down to Kinko’s
and get one there.

But more importantly, this is a re-
versal of full disclosure. Everybody, no
matter which side they are on in this
debate, says an integral and vital part
of the problem is full disclosure. This is
obviously a reversal thereof.

Also, staff informs me that this en-
tire bill would be blue-slipped if this
amendment were made part of it be-
cause it touches the Tax Code. Changes
in the Tax Code originate in the House
of Representatives and it would have to
come out of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee.

So I will be opposing this amend-
ment. I appreciate the involvement of
the Senator from Texas. But to exempt
people from making a copy of their fi-
nancial disbursements in their cam-
paign activities and sending it on to
Washington, where, if Senator COCH-
RAN’S amendment is going to be agreed
to as part of this bill, it would be post-
ed on the Internet and all would be
able to see it, is obviously not some-
thing that I would really very much
favor. I would want Americans to know
all this information.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-

SIONS). The Senator from Texas.
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I

respond to the Senator from Arizona
by saying, first of all, I hope he will
work with me to try to have the pur-
pose of my amendment added to this
bill. If there is a specific problem, I
would like to work with the Senator
because I do not think the amendment
we had last year, that affected the 527
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organizations, was intended to affect
State and local candidates who do not
participate, in any way, in Federal
elections.

I think it is very clear from the
amendment. If it isn’t clear, I will cer-
tainly try to make it clear in the
amendment that it would only apply to
a State and local candidate who had re-
porting requirements and whose re-
porting requirements were covered
under State law. Copying the report
and sending it to the IRS is, unfortu-
nately, not what happens when you
pass a Federal law that affects State
and local candidates.

What happens is, you have a form
that the IRS approves, which may not
be the same as is required in some
States. So it is a burdensome, added re-
quirement. Furthermore, it isn’t nec-
essary because nothing that they do is
participating in the Federal cam-
paigns.

The second issue is an important one.
It is not my purpose to blue-slip the
bill or kill the bill. In fact, if the bill
were to be blue-slipped, I would with-
draw the amendment. I do not think it
is subject to being blue-slipped.

In fact, the original amendment last
year was offered to the Defense author-
ization bill. It was brought up at the
time that this was a revenue measure
and, therefore, was unconstitutional to
be put on the Defense bill. In fact, we
voted on that point of order, and it was
determined that this is not a revenue
measure.

Senator MCCAIN, along with many of
the other cosponsors of the bill today—
Senator MCCAIN and Senator FEIN-
GOLD—agreed that this was not a rev-
enue measure. In fact, Mr. MCCAIN ar-
gued on the floor at the time:

This amendment in no way raises any rev-
enue, nor does it change in any way the
amount of revenue collected by the Treasury
pursuant to the Tax Code. It is simply a clar-
ification in what information must be dis-
closed by entities seeking to claim status
under section 527 of the Tax Code.

So I believe it certainly would not be
considered a revenue measure and
therefore would not be subject to a
blue slip that would kill the bill.

It is not my intention, with this
amendment, to harm the bill itself. It
is, though, my intention to try to al-
leviate this burdensome requirement
for State and local candidates who
would have to have another layer of re-
porting.

I hope the Senator will work with me
to make this acceptable to him because
I do not think it will in any way dam-
age the bill and certainly will not dam-
age the reporting that is open to the
public because State law would cover
all of these candidates in their vote
disbursements and contribution report-
ing requirements.

Thank you, Mr. President.
Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona.
Mr. MCCAIN. I say to the Senator

from Texas, I thank her for this effort.

We do want to work with her. I would
like to put my staff to work with hers.
And there are several other Senators’
staffs who have also been working on
this issue. I think we might be able to
get something done.

I will make a couple points. One,
these organizations do get a Federal
tax benefit even though they are only
involved in State and local races. That
is something we have to address. The
other point is, as the Senator from
Texas did point out, I argued strenu-
ously that our legislation, which was
put on the Defense bill, would not be
blue-slipped by the House and should
not have been. And I still believe that.
I agree with the Senator from Texas
that this should not be blue-slipped ei-
ther.

But after we passed the bill, and they
went to conference, the House was in-
sistent upon their position that it
would be blue-slipped. So it was with-
drawn from the Defense bill because of
that adamant position the other body
assumed.

I have been discussing this matter
with our staffs, and I think there is a
way to work it out. I agree with the
Senator from Texas, we should not put
additional burdens on especially a ma-
jority of these relatively small organi-
zations that are engaging in State and
local campaigns. So I rather believe we
can probably get something worked out
and get it modified so it is acceptable
to both the Senator from Texas as well
as all Senators.

I thank the Senator from Texas. We
are going to work on it. I thank her for
her engagement on this very important
issue.

I yield the floor.
Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas.
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I

respond by saying, I do appreciate that
Senator MCCAIN will work with us.
Even though certainly a State and
local candidate does not pay taxes on
the contributions he or she receives,
nevertheless, this should not be a re-
port to the IRS when the reporting is
covered—a point with which I think
the Senator from Arizona agrees.

Secondly, I will say right now that I
would like to work with the key people
in the House and the key people in the
Senate to assure—before we put this
amendment on the bill, or the amend-
ment as we can work it out—that it
will not be blue-slipped because if this
is going to be a game that will be
played by someone who is not for the
bill, I will not be a part of it.

My views on the bill might differ—
and do differ—with the Senator from
Arizona, and I will vote my conscience
on the bill. But I am not playing a
game here to try to kill the bill with a
blue slip on an amendment. So I will
have it cleared before we make a final
determination because that is not my
purpose.

My purpose is to give the relief that
I think we probably all agree should be

given. I think the House and Senate
will unanimously want to do it.

We will clear the blue slip issue to
everyone’s satisfaction before that
would go on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, my col-
league from Arizona has described the
hesitations that those of us have about
this amendment. They are mere hesi-
tations, not opposition. It is a desire to
ensure that what the Senator from
Texas is trying to achieve, will in ef-
fect, be accomplished by the result and
nothing more.

Certainly my colleague from Texas
can appreciate that unintended con-
sequences of our good intentions some-
times can have effects beyond our
imagination.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I think that is
what happened with the original 527
act. That does happen.

Mr. DODD. Hopefully, we can narrow
that.

My colleague from Kentucky may
want to be heard on this, but I rec-
ommend the Senator withdraw the
amendment. Obviously, as soon as she
is ready to bring it back up for debate,
we will accommodate her. If she wants
to bring back the amendment as craft-
ed or whatever her version will be, that
will certainly be allowable. It would be
a good way for us to proceed. I rec-
ommend that, if she is so inclined, and
we can all work together to try to
achieve the result she desires.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
am happy to withdraw the amendment.
I did want to propose it and have the
debate. I thought it would actually be
acceptable. I think it will be in the
end. I am happy to work with the
House to assure that there will be no
blue slip problem. I think, on the mer-
its, this is not a blue slip issue.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator
yield?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I am happy to
yield.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I missed part of
the debate. Is the Senator saying she is
going to withdraw the amendment?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I was requested to
withdraw the amendment so that we
might move forward.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest, if it is
going to be continued to be considered
in the course of this debate, it might be
better to simply lay it aside. That
keeps it in order. If it is certain that it
will not be dealt with in the context of
this debate, then withdrawal will be
appropriate. I missed the earlier dis-
cussion.

Mr. DODD. I say to my colleague, the
problem is that if you lay an amend-
ment aside, it takes unanimous con-
sent to continue to lay it aside for
other matters to be brought up. Some-
one could object to that and provoke a
delay in the consideration of the bill.
We should probably go with with-
drawal, with the commitment to the
Senator that we will bring it back up.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, we
have had a great deal of comity during
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the course of this debate. The biggest
problem Senator DODD and I are going
to have is accommodating amendments
that Members haven’t come over to
offer. My concern is, the amendment of
the Senator from Texas, having done
what we asked her to do, which is come
over and lay down her amendment, by
withdrawing it, goes back into the herd
that may or may not get dealt with at
the end. By simply setting it aside, she
is in line. It gives an opportunity for
discussions to continue with the Sen-
ator from Arizona and others who, I
gather, think there might be some way
to work this out. She is still in line
rather than sort of getting sent back to
the back of the bus. That is my advice
to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. DODD. I appreciate that. The
problem is, we can’t control what 98
other Senators want to do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas has the floor.

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I am happy to
yield.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, with the
staff of the Senator from Texas and our
staff, if we work it out, which I am 90
percent sure we will, then there is
going to be no debate. We will bring it
up and accept it. I don’t think it will
be too big a problem getting back in
the queue on an amendment that is
going to be basically accepted. If not,
then it is going to be brought up, and
we will have the full 3 hours of debate.
I suggest the Senator from Texas go
ahead and withdraw it. Then we can
bring it up after we have an agreement.
We can have it done in 30 seconds, since
we have already debated the under-
lying issue.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. If I could make a
parliamentary inquiry, if I withdraw
the amendment—I don’t know if there
has been a unanimous consent that has
limited amendments—I just want to
make sure I don’t lose any ability to
consider the amendment. I don’t want
to be in line and cause one person to
hold the bill up. Again, I am not in the
game. I am just trying to have this
amendment be agreed to. I think it will
be.

Mr. MCCONNELL. If the Senator will
yield, we are in the process of working
on a list of amendments which will
probably be completed by sometime
Monday. Your amendment will cer-
tainly be on the list. What we don’t
know, given the limited amount of
time remaining between now and
Thursday night, is whether that guar-
antees its consideration.

The Senator from Arizona is correct;
if Senators work it out, there will be
no problem. If they don’t work it out,
I don’t want the Senator from Texas to
think it is a certainty that we are
going to be able to handle all these
amendments before we get to final pas-
sage.

Mr. MCCAIN. If the Senator will
yield, I wish to make it clear, if we are
not done by Thursday night, it will be

done on Friday; if it is not done on Fri-
day, we will be on it Saturday; if we
are not done on Saturday, Sunday; if
not Sunday, Monday. We will make
time for the amendment of the Senator
from Texas. We will not leave this leg-
islation as long as I have the ability to
keep us on it. If I don’t, then all
amendments will go, and so it won’t
matter whether the amendment came
up or not.

AMENDMENT NO. 111, WITHDRAWN

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
based on the assertions of the Senator
from Arizona, the Senator from Con-
necticut and what the Senator from
Kentucky has said, that we will be a
drawing up a list of amendments early
next week, I will withdraw the amend-
ment and rely on the good faith of ev-
eryone to work on this amendment to
try to relieve the inequity without get-
ting into the bill itself or damaging the
bill itself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the Senator’s request to
withdraw the amendment? Without ob-
jection, the amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Texas. I hope she and the
Senator from Arizona can work this
out to their mutual satisfaction so we
can accommodate what I think is a
very good idea.

Mr. DODD. May I make a parliamen-
tary inquiry. Is not the pending busi-
ness the Specter amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The Specter amend-
ment was set aside by unanimous con-
sent.

Mr. DODD. Any motion to bring up
an amendment requires unanimous
consent to lay that amendment aside,
is that not correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

The Senator from Kentucky.
Mr. MCCONNELL. I believe the Sen-

ator from Illinois is here, and he would
like to offer an amendment. Building
on the conversation Senator DODD just
had with the Chair, I say to the Sen-
ator from Illinois, the Specter amend-
ment is the pending amendment. I ask
unanimous consent that the Specter
amendment be temporarily set aside in
order to give the Senator from Illinois
an opportunity to send his amendment
to the desk.

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

The Senator from Illinois.
AMENDMENT NO. 144

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Fitzgerald]
proposes an amendment numbered 144.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide that limits on contribu-

tions to candidates be applied on an elec-
tion cycle rather than election basis)
On page 37, between lines 14 and 15, insert:

SEC. ll. CONTRIBUTION LIMITS APPLIED ON
ELECTION CYCLE BASIS.

(a) INDIVIDUAL LIMITS.—Section 315(a)(1)(A)
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
(2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(1)(A)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(A) to any candidate and the candidate’s
authorized political committee during the
election cycle with respect to any Federal
office which, in the aggregate, exceeds
$2,000;’’.

(b) MULTICANDIDATE POLITICAL COMMIT-
TEES.—Section 315(a)(2)(A) of such Act (2
U.S.C. 441a(a)(2)(A)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(A) to any candidate and the candidate’s
authorized political committees during the
election cycle with respect to any Federal
office which, in the aggregate, exceed
$10,000;’’.

(c) ELECTION CYCLE DEFINED.—Section 301
of such Act (2 U.S.C. 431), as amended by sec-
tion 101, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(25) ELECTION CYCLE.—The term ‘election
cycle’ means, with respect to a candidate,
the period beginning on the day after the
date of the previous general election for the
specific office or seat that the candidate is
seeking and ending on the date of the gen-
eral election for that office or seat.’’

(d) SPECIAL RULES.—Section 315(a) of such
Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(9) For purposes of this subsection—
‘‘(A) if there are more than 2 elections in

an election cycle for a specific Federal office,
the limitations under paragraphs (1)(A) and
(2)(A) shall be increased by $1,000 and $5,000,
respectively, for the number of elections in
excess of 2; and

‘‘(B) if a candidate for President or Vice
President is prohibited from receiving con-
tribution with respect to the general elec-
tion by reason of receiving funds under the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, the limita-
tions under paragraphs (1)(A) and (2)(A) shall
be decreased by $1,000 and $5,000.’’

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The second sentence of 315(a)(3) of such

Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(3)) is amended to read as
follows: ‘‘For purposes of this paragraph, if
any contribution is made to a candidate for
Federal office during a calendar year in the
election cycle for the office and no election
is held during that calendar year, the con-
tribution shall be treated as made in the
first succeeding calendar year in the cycle in
which an election for the office is held.’’

(2) Paragraph (6) of section 315(a) of such
Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(6)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(6) For purposes of paragraph (9), all elec-
tions held in any calendar year for the office
of President of the United States (except a
general election for such office) shall be con-
sidered to be one election.’’

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to contribu-
tions made after the date of enactment of
this Act.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I
have an amendment to S. 27 that was
actually proposed by my own campaign
treasurer and, after I started to look
into it, I found out that the FEC had,
in fact, made this very same rec-
ommendation to President Clinton last
year and this year to President Bush.

This is an amendment that will sim-
plify the existing Federal election code
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limits and simplify the bookkeeping
and recordkeeping requirements of the
act without changing any of its sub-
stance.

Right now there is a contribution
limit of $1,000 per primary and per gen-
eral election. Any individual can give
up to $1,000 for the primary that a can-
didate is in and another $1,000 for the
general election. It is permissible
under current law for candidates to ac-
tually ask their contributors to give
them $2,000 right now, as long as they
designate that $1,000 is for the primary
and $1,000 is for the general election.
And this system has been in place since
the act first came into existence in the
early 1970s. The problem with the way
the act is written is that if a contrib-
utor fails to designate which election
their contribution is for, and that con-
tributor has already given $1,000, and
they give another $1,000, if they do not
designate that that contribution is for
the succeeding election—say he al-
ready gave $1,000 for the primary, and
he fails to designate that his additional
$1,000 contribution is for the general
election, then the candidate must re-
fund that $1,000, unless he gets the con-
tributor to fill out a form saying for
which election he or she designates the
contribution.

This causes a lot of bookkeeping
headaches for your treasurer. I am sure
if you check with your own treasurer,
Mr. President, he or she would love
this amendment. In fact, the treasurers
of all 100 Senators would immediately
see the wisdom in my amendment.

My amendment would change that
per election limit of $1,000 to a per
cycle limit of $2,000. So, in other words,
you would collect $2,000 from a contrib-
utor and not worry about whether the
contributor has designated $1,000 for
the primary and $1,000 for the general
election.

Mr. President, the FEC, in their rec-
ommendation to the President—I am
going to read what they said about
this. They recommended that we
change this. It simply would save them
a lot of time and staff resources, and it
would also save our own campaigns a
lot of time and bookkeeping headaches
that are simply necessitated by the
way the act is phrased. Instead of hav-
ing a per cycle contribution limit, we
have a per election limit, and we have
to keep sending these redesignation
forms to our contributors.

The FEC, in their letter to the Presi-
dent in March of this year, this month,
wrote:

The Commission recommends that limits
on contributions to candidates be placed on
an election cycle basis, rather than current
per election basis.

Their explanation for their rec-
ommendation was as follows:

The contribution limitations affecting con-
tributions to candidates are structured on a
‘‘per election’’ basis, thus necessitating dual
bookkeeping or the adoption of some other
method to distinguish between primary or
general election contributions. The Commis-
sion has had to adopt several rules to clarify
which contributions are attributable to

which election and to assure that contribu-
tions are reported for the proper election.
Many enforcement cases have been gen-
erated where contributors’ donations are ex-
cessive vis-a-vis a particular election, but
not vis-a-vis the $2,000 total that could have
been contributed for the cycle. Often, this is
due to donors’ failure to fully document
which election was intended. Sometimes the
apparent ‘‘excessives’’ for a particular elec-
tion turn out to be simple reporting errors
where the wrong box was checked on the re-
porting form. Yet, substantial resources
must be devoted to examination of each
transaction to determine which election is
applicable. Further, several enforcement
cases have been generated based on the use
of general election contributions for primary
election expenses or vice versa.

Most of these complications would be
eliminated with adoption of a ‘‘per cycle’’
contribution limit. Thus, multicandidate
committees could give up to $10,000 and all
other persons could give up to $2,000 to an
authorized committee at any point during
the election cycle. The Commission and com-
mittees could get out of the business of de-
termining whether contributions are prop-
erly attributable to a particular election,
and the difficulty of assuring that particular
contributions are used for a particular elec-
tion could be eliminated.

Moreover, public law number 106–58 (the
fiscal year 2000 appropriations bill) amended
the Federal Election Campaign Act to re-
quire authorized candidate committees to re-
port on a campaign-to-date basis, rather
than on a calendar year basis, as of the re-
porting period beginning January 1, 2001.
Placing the limits on contributions to can-
didates on an election cycle basis would
complement this change and streamline can-
didate reporting.

It would be advisable to clarify that if a
candidate participates in more than two
elections (e.g., in a post-primary runoff as
well as a primary in a general), the campaign
cycle limit would be $3,000. In addition, be-
cause Presidential candidates might opt to
take public funding for the general election,
but not the primary, and thereby be pre-
cluded from accepting general election con-
tributions, $1,000/$5,000 ‘‘per election’’ con-
tribution limits should be retained for Presi-
dential candidates.

A campaign cycle contribution limit would
allow contributors to give more than $1,000
toward a particular primary or general elec-
tion, but this would be balanced by the tend-
ency of campaigns to plan their fundraising
and manage their resources so as not to be
left without fundraising capability at a cru-
cial time. Moreover, adoption of this rec-
ommendation would eliminate the current
requirement that candidates who lose the
primary election refund or redesignate any
contributions made for the general election
after the primary is over.

Mr. President, we have drafted an
amendment to implement this rec-
ommendation of the Federal Election
Commission. The FEC general coun-
sel’s office, I have been told, is OK with
the amendment as drafted. I will con-
tinue to be in touch with them over the
weekend and over the next few days to
see if we need to make any technical
modifications at all to implement their
intentions.

The bottom line is that this amend-
ment does not change at all the sub-
stance of the Federal election laws. It
simply makes life a whole lot easier for
candidates, especially for their finan-
cial departments, and in particular

their campaign treasurers. This whole
business of sending people letters and
asking them to designate whether their
contribution is for the primary or the
general and if they don’t return that
designation, you have to refund their
contribution—all of that, which is ne-
cessitated by the inadequate wording
of the current law as it stands—is
something we could avoid. It serves no
public policy purpose that I can iden-
tify or that the FEC can identify.

This would simplify things for can-
didates, their campaigns, and for the
FEC. Presumably, it would free up
some of the FEC’s staff to focus on
more serious matters that could vio-
late the spirit of the election laws.

Mr. President, on that basis, I thank
you for this opportunity to introduce
my amendment. I have shared it with
both the Republican and Democratic
sides. I would like to have unanimous
support for this amendment. I can as-
sure any Senator who votes against
this amendment that their campaign
treasurers will not be happy with
them. This will make their lives easier.
With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, may I
have 5 minutes.

Mr. DODD. I yield 5 minutes to my
colleague from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank
Senator FITZGERALD. I wonder if the
title of this is the ‘‘Fitzgerald Cam-
paign Treasurers Protection Act.’’

Mr. FITZGERALD. That should be
the name of this amendment.

Mr. MCCAIN. Or ‘‘The Treasurers Re-
lief Act.’’

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes. The treas-
urers will love this amendment, and it
would cut down on postage expenses
and a whole lot of headaches. I urge its
unanimous adoption.

Mr. MCCAIN. First, I thank Senator
FITZGERALD because I also have heard
from people who have to keep track of
this paperwork. It is voluminous. It is
difficult. It is not only an expenditure
of money to make sure that all of these
reports are correct, but it is an enor-
mous expenditure of time as well.

It seems to me Senator FITZGERALD
has an excellent idea. If I understood
Senator FITZGERALD, there may be
some technical corrections that could
be added to the amendment as a result
of recommendations by the FEC in
order to make sure this is in keeping
with the intent of the amendment, I
ask my friend.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes, we have been
in contact with the general counsel’s
office of the FEC. They just had the
last few minutes for review. They have
told me they are OK with the amend-
ment, but I want to give them more
time and have them scrub it over the
weekend to make sure.

In my own mind, I do have a couple
questions on which I want to be satis-
fied. In particular, I have questions
about how our amendment affects the
requirement that you have to seg-
regate money you have taken in the
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primary and general. I want to talk to
the FEC about that and see whether
my amendment fully comports with
their intentions. I want an opportunity
to make a technical correction later if
it is required.

Mr. MCCAIN. Reclaiming my time,
with the agreement of the managers, I
want to approve of this legislation
pending technical corrections that
could be made which would not, obvi-
ously, change it but would be merely
technical in nature to make sure the
intent of the legislation is in keeping
with the fact the FEC is the expert on
this matter.

I thank the Senator from Illinois. I
strongly support this amendment.

I point out, it may be helpful as we
conduct this debate over ‘‘hard money’’
because some people say you can con-
tribute $1,000 a year; well, that really
means $2,000 a cycle and the aggregates
which are $20,000—what are they?

What we are talking about is how
much can you contribute to an elec-
tion, which is every 2 years. It is valu-
able for us to have this information. I
wish we were talking in those terms
now. It would be clearer to people as to
exactly how much hard money could be
given in the proposals I am sure inevi-
tably we are going to engage in as to
raising of hard money.

We would have a clear indication
what that means to a candidate in an
election. I mention to my friend from
Kentucky, we also ought to take into
consideration as we debate this issue of
hard money—and I see my friend from
New York on the floor, too—how much
it costs when we are spending this
money; how much it costs for a minute
of prime time on New York City tele-
vision on ‘‘Monday Night Football,’’
how much it costs for a 30-second com-
mercial on ‘‘Friends.’’ We all know in
order to legitimize a candidacy, you
need to be on television.

I am going to try to inject this in
this debate as we go forward, as to how
much money candidates are able to
spend. It is an important part; that we
not only consider how much they can
raise but how much it costs to run a
campaign nowadays.

I thank my friend from Illinois. I
strongly support the amendment. I
yield back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I, too,
commend our colleague from Illinois.
Last evening, a very diligent member
of his staff caught me about 9 o’clock
with this proposal. I read it going back
to my office. It looked to me like a
good idea then and it sounds like a
good idea this morning. The suggestion
that the Senator from Arizona has
made and that the Senator from Illi-
nois, in fact, has endorsed—that we
take a day or so to run the trap, so to
speak, on this to make sure there are
not any unintended problems with
this—is a wise suggestion. I endorse
that.

My colleague from Kentucky can
clarify this, but this may be the last

amendment we consider so it could ac-
tually be the pending business when we
come back in session.

This is a very sound idea. I know of
a case that is related to this kind of
circumstances. This goes back now
more than 10 or 15 years ago, where a
candidate held a series of fundraising
events. The events were $100 events or
$200 events. An individual actually con-
tributed through these five or six
events, without keeping a good track
of how much he had actually contrib-
uted to the particular candidate. He ex-
ceeded the dollar amount by, I think,
$50 or $75.

At any rate, the candidate then re-
funded the excessive portion of the con-
tributions over $1,000 limit. It might
have been the individual had contrib-
uted $1,200 or $1,050. Whatever the num-
ber was, it was relatively minor. The
candidate was then fined by the FEC
because he accepted excessive con-
tributions. Notwithstanding the fact
that the excessive portion had been
timely refunded, the fact that the can-
didate accepted the contributions in
excess of the ‘‘per election’’ $1,000 limit
triggered a fine.

The candidate was informed by the
FEC that if he had gotten a hold of the
contributor and said, Didn’t you mean
the extra $50 was supposed to go to the
primary election, or, Didn’t you intend
for your wife to contribute the $50,
there would have been no fine in con-
nection with the overage. The affirma-
tive act of refunding the excessive por-
tion of the contribution had no rel-
evancy in terms of the allegation.

This amendment goes to part of that
situation, and it is in everyone’s inter-
est, including the FEC, candidate and
the contributor, to allow for a more ef-
ficient and effective method of stream-
lining this process than lending oneself
to the possibility of an added book-
keeping problem.

It seems to me like a very sound and
commonsense amendment. I am hope-
ful the FEC will agree with that. We
will take a look at that over the week-
end and keep the Senator and his staff
informed as we ask these questions.
Maybe we can do it together, with the
staffs, so they can be fully informed as
to the FEC’s response to this.

I am very confident this amendment,
or some technical modification of it,
can be unanimously adopted. I hope it
can be unanimously adopted by the
Chamber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
commend the Senator from Illinois for
his excellent amendment. We look for-
ward to its adoption on Monday. I am
unaware of any additional amendments
to be laid down on our side. Does the
Senator from Connecticut have any on
his side?

Mr. DODD. I have no additional
amendments. My friend and colleague
from New York has requested 5 min-
utes to speak, not on an amendment
but on the bill.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest I put us
into morning business.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be a period for the transaction of morn-
ing business——

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator
yield? I ask I be given 5 minutes at the
beginning of morning business because
I have to catch a plane. Otherwise, I
will speak on this bill and ask for 5
minutes now, if that is OK with my
colleague from West Virginia as well.
He has been patiently waiting. Which-
ever way you want to do it is OK with
me.

Mr. DODD. I yield 5 minutes to my
colleague from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator for yielding.

I wish to alert my colleagues to an-
other potential problem we face with
this legislation as it evolves. I think
the debate has been excellent. I com-
pliment both the Senator from Ken-
tucky and the Senator from Con-
necticut for a great job in handling
this well, as well as Senator MCCAIN
and Senator FEINGOLD for the job they
have done in moving this forward.
Those of us who advocate reform are
very heartened by what has happened
this week. It seems that no killer
amendments have been adopted. Lots
of changes have been made—good
changes but no killer amendments.

Next week, of course, we know we
face two known challenges and now
there is a third one to which I want to
alert my colleagues. The first, of
course, is severability. We know that is
coming. The second is the Hagel
amendment. We know that is coming.
The third relates to where this debate
has evolved.

Right now it seems the consensus
around eliminating soft money is con-
gealing, but, in exchange, people say
we should raise the hard money limits,
raise the limits an individual can give
from $1,000 per election, per cycle, to
$2,000 or $3,000—there were proposals
from the Senator from California and
the Senator from Tennessee respec-
tively on that—but also to raise the ag-
gregate limits, the $20,000 that some-
body can give to a party, the $25,000 of
hard money that can be given.

I alert my colleagues to a potential
problem, particularly if we raise these
limits and do nothing else; and that is,
what is the so-called 441(a)(d) money.
That is money, of course, that the Fed-
eral parties are allowed to give to dif-
ferent candidates.

Right now it is limited. It is limited
based on the population and the voting
population of the State. For instance,
in my State of New York, I think the
limit is about $1.7 million and the
party can give $1.7 million. It is prob-
ably considerably less in Connecticut
or West Virginia or Arizona. It is larg-
er in California.

The exact number is 2 cents multi-
plied by the voting agency population
of the State.

What has happened, my colleagues, is
this: There is a case that has already
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been argued before the United States
Supreme Court. It is called FEC v. the
Colorado Republican Federal Campaign
Committee. I happen to be an amicus
on this case, as are many of my col-
leagues, including Senator FEINGOLD,
among others. In the case, it has been
argued that the limits on the 441(a)(d)
money should be entirely lifted, that a
party can give unlimited money to a
Senate or a House candidate.

That, in my judgment, in itself, could
obliterate the whole intent of McCain-
Feingold, and it would be exacerbated
dramatically if we raised the limits—
not so much the $1,000 going to $2,000
but the aggregate limits: Take the pro-
posal of my friend from Tennessee,
that would triple the limits, I believe.
That means every year if a person
gives $60,000 to a party, that party, if it
so wishes, can give the $60,000 back to
that person’s State directly to the Sen-
ate campaign.

We may call that hard money, but
that money is as soft a hard money as
there ever was because the difference
between hard money and soft money,
particularly now with recent Supreme
Court decisions that have eliminated
limits on party soft money, are now
gone. So $60,000, to me, is as soft as
money gets. You can call it hard be-
cause under the old law it is hard, but
it is soft.

If we don’t do something to re-
institute in whatever way possible the
441(a)(d) limits, and particularly, if we
raise the aggregate hard money lim-
its—not the $1,000 but the aggregate
limits—we will have tremendous trou-
ble and we may find that the whole re-
form we have sought today is for
naught. If you can’t give the money di-
rectly to a candidate or you can give
the money not to the party in one way,
and can give it this other way under
441(a)(d) with no limit, we have real
trouble.

I say to my colleagues, with the help
of Senators MCCAIN and FEINGOLD we
are working on a proposal to see if we
can deal with this issue.

Mr. DODD. I would like to engage in
this discussion. My colleague is mak-
ing a very good point.

Only here could we be sitting around
saying that a total contribution
amount of $25,000 per person annually
is too low. If you take a husband and
wife jointly that total amount becomes
$50,000 annually, with the potential of
each individual to cap his or her an-
nual limit at $25,000 each. The most
modest suggestion in other proposals,
other than what is in S. 27, is to vir-
tually double that annual amount. We
are now talking about a family giving
$100,000 in contributions. People are
now suggesting that amount is too low.
I find that stunning. What percentage
of the American public are in a posi-
tion to donate $100,000 to candidates a
year? Or even under the current law at
$25,000 annually for individuals—not
that many individuals can afford to
participate at that financial level.
That amount exceeds the average in-
come of a family of this country.

We start talking about campaigns
and moaning as politicians that we
can’t live in a situation where people
are limited to giving us $25,000 a year.
I find it stunning this is even a part of
this debate. We should be focused on
eliminating soft money, and yet here
we are about to drive a Mack truck
through the hard money, as if people
understand the distinction between
soft and hard money. Money is money.
I want to underscore the point my col-
league is making.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank my friend
from Connecticut who made the point
extremely well.

You can call this hard if you want,
but it is as soft as soft money can be.
Even in this Colorado case, most of the
people who have watched the case have
said the Supreme Court, given the past,
will get rid of these limits, and then
money just cascades in. There are no
limits whatever.

I think if the 441(a)(d) limits are
eliminated and we raise the hard
money aggregate limits, there are a lot
of candidates who will not bother to
raise the $1,000 and $2,000 because they
can do it in these big chunks. We ought
to be very careful about this.

As I mentioned, I am trying to craft
language that deals with this problem,
but the Senator from Connecticut
makes an excellent point. Until we
have that kind of language in place, to
even think of raising hard money ag-
gregate limits would be a serious mis-
take.

Mr. DODD. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. SCHUMER. I am happy to yield.
Mr. DODD. I made a miscalculation,

I apologize. I underestimated their gen-
erosity. I said $100,000, if you again
combined a husband and wife, each
with a $100,000 annual contribution cap.
The new joint annual limit becomes
$200,000. I forgot the limit is per cal-
endar year here, but an election cycle
means two years, so we are talking
$200,000 per election cycle for a couple.
I apologize to the Americans who want
to contribute $200,000. I was depriving
them of an initial $100,000. An election
cycle is a 2-year time period.

Mr. SCHUMER. I guess that would
mean for us that could be $600,000—yes,
$600,000 because we run every 6 years.
To get behind a Presidential candidate
early on, it could be $400,000.

This is absurdity. This is a mockery
of what we are trying to do. I hope we
will be able, together, to fix this.

Mr. DODD. I thank my friend from
New York. For purposes of edification,
I know many of my colleagues and
staffs are familiar with this, but per-
haps other people may be interested in
this discussion. Today, of course, we
have limitations. Under current law, a
candidate can receive $1,000 per elec-
tion, or $1,000 for the election and $1,000
for the primary, so $2,000 is what most
people do. That is per election, per in-
dividual. You then can contribute to
PACs if you so desire, $5,000 per cal-
endar year, and if you do it as a couple,
of course, it is $5,000 for the individual,

and $10,000 to the PAC. You can give
$5,000 per calendar year to the State
and local parties, you can give $20,000 a
calendar year to the national parties
with aggregate limits per calendar year
of $25,000.

That is what current law is. Every
suggestion, including the underlying
bill, raises that. S. 27 raises the aggre-
gate amount. Senator HAGEL, our
friend from Nebraska, raises it to
$75,000 per calendar year. Senator
THOMPSON of Tennessee raised it to
$75,000 and Senator FEINSTEIN has it to
$50,000 per calendar year.

It is important for people to know it
is per calendar year per individual.
Normally, in the real world in politics,
with a husband and wife, they each
write checks, so take each of those
numbers and double them. All Members
know this. I am not stating something
that is bizarre to my colleagues. That
is how you do this. You ask the hus-
band and wife, so you get double those
amounts.

So we are talking, in one of the more
modest proposals, Senator FEINSTEIN,
that is $100,000 per calendar year, over
2 years it is doubling.

As I said a moment ago, only in this
world could we be talking about the
hardships being imposed on us as can-
didates by limiting people to $100,000 to
$200,000 in hard money contributions to
our election or reelection efforts.

The underlying purpose of McCain-
Feingold is to try and reduce the
amount of money in politics. Their
focus is on soft money. I applaud that.
I support that.

What Senator FEINGOLD said the
other day is worth repeating: We need
to stop assuming that there is a guar-
antee, almost by natural law, an as-
sumption of exponential growth in the
cost of campaigns; that that is nothing
we can do anything about.

I reject that idea. I realize there will
be increases in costs, but as I men-
tioned the other day, a statewide cam-
paign from a few hundred thousand dol-
lars to multimillion dollars average
cost of Senator races in this country,
does not have to be a self-fulfilling
prophecy.

What Senator MCCAIN and Senator
FEINGOLD are attempting to do, as are
those of us who support what they are
trying to do, is see if we can’t slow this
down, put some brakes on before this
just becomes an absurdity where only a
tiny fraction of Americans could only
hope to seek a seat in the Senate or the
House of Representatives.

Back in the founding days of this
country, we had limitations on those
who could hold public office. Only
white males who owned property in the
13 original colonies could hold public
office. We have eliminated all of those
conditions, thank God, years ago. De
jure, there are no limitations on who
can sit in this body except by age and
citizenship, and some other problems
you can’t have had—you can’t be a
felon and run. But aside from that, we
don’t put on limitations. But what has
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happened de facto, if not de jure, is we
have created a barrier for most Ameri-
cans to ever think about having a seat
in the House or Senate because, de
facto, the cost of getting here is pro-
hibitive. Either you have to have the
money yourself, or you have to have
access to the kind of dollars that would
allow you to be a candidate in a state-
wide Senate race in the year 2001.

What Senator MCCAIN and Senator
FEINGOLD and those of us who are sup-
porting them are trying to do is see if
we can’t change this assumption, this
assumption that there is nothing or
very little we can do about this, and we
are just going to continue to raise the
amount of money we can raise from in-
dividuals and groups and go to political
action committees, to national parties,
and State parties. Instead, we say:
Enough is enough; 25 years of this ex-
ponential growth—we ought to be able
to do something to slow this down. And
that is what we are trying to do.

S. 27 allows for increases. McCain-
Feingold allows for doubling contribu-
tions, if a few instances, one being a
calendar year from $5,000 to $10,000. We
have the same amount as currently
permitted going to national parties,
and we have an aggregate limit in-
creasing from $25,000 to $30,000 per
year.

How many people in this country can
write a check for $30,000 for Federal of-
ficeholders? And I am told that is too
low. Too low? Too low?—$30,000 a cal-
endar year, to write checks for politi-
cians, is too low?

You would be laughed out of my
State, the most affluent State on a per
capita basis, if you stood and said this
is too little. And that is, in effect, what
we are saying. I don’t think it is too
little. We would do ourselves, this in-
stitution, and the political process a
world of good by adopting the McCain-
Feingold approach and living with it
and learning how to live with the spir-
it, as well as the law, of S. 27.

The adoption of the Torricelli
amendment the other day, which I
think could save millions of dollars for
candidates by insisting that these tele-
vision stations not charge in excess of
the lowest unit rate charge, will con-
tribute significantly to our slowing
down the rising cost of campaigns. And
some of the other provisions that have
been introduced to allow for a more ex-
peditious and efficient way of reporting
will help as well.

Before we close out the debate on
this subject, I wanted to say after the
first week of debate, this has been one
of the more enlightening debates I have
been a part of in the time I have been
in the Senate. We have had very few
quorum calls. We have had terrific par-
ticipation by Members concerned about
this issue in the form of offering their
ideas and thoughts by amendment. It
has been one of the better moments in
the Senate in the last number of years,
in my view. So I commend my col-
leagues for that.

I hope next week will be as enlight-
ening and as helpful as we move for-

ward. The hope is the ultimate adop-
tion of the McCain-Feingold legisla-
tion—as is, with some of the improve-
ments I know my colleagues will be of-
fering.

I prefer we come along next week
having made the positive changes we
have made over this past week and end-
ing up doing what some of these pro-
posals suggest since the ideas are com-
ing from both sides of the isle. But
anybody who stands up and suggest to
me that the reality—don’t try to play
games by what you write—this $50,000
per person per calendar year—cannot
expect to smuggle the $50,000 through
as the reality. The reality is it gen-
erally is per individual and spouse,
which means as a practical matter, it
is usually $100,000 per family. As a re-
sult, in an election cycle of 2-years, it
is $200,000. If someone thinks they are
going to smuggle that past this Mem-
ber as a modest request, they have an-
other consideration to make.

It is outrageous, excessive—there is
nothing modest about it. It is what
contributes to the feeling that so many
Americans have about the political
process in this country today. I look
forward to the coming debate next
week. It could get testy if we think
these numbers are going to fly through
without significant debate. Some of us
Members think there are already
ample limitations on contributions for
individuals and ample room for people
to make significant contributions in
the political process.

Senator WELLSTONE made the point
last week that it is less than one-half
of 1 percent of the American public
who make contributions of $1,000. Mr.
President, 99 percent of the American
public cannot even think about that
level of contribution. I know for a fact
most candidates will not bother with
that 99 percent of the American public
and ask for their financial help.

If you can get the $1,000, $2,000 and
$3,000 contributions, then that is the
pond you are going to fish in. You are
not going to go out and raise money in
$50 and $20 and $100 contributions from
average citizens.

I think there is something terribly
dangerous about excluding average
people from financially participating
in the political life of America. That is
what we are doing. That is the reality
of it. There is not a single candidate
who will bother with these people ex-
cept to create some political event but
not as a fundraiser. You will not be
raising money from average Ameri-
cans. You will be going after the big-
dollar givers, and there are only a
handful in this country who can make
those contributions. The idea that we
have to double and triple the size of
that contribution limit is shameful.

I look forward to the debate next
week. Hopefully the majority of my
colleagues will reject those unneces-
sary increases in hard money indi-
vidual contributions.

With that, I yield the floor. I did not
see my friend from West Virginia be-

hind me. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate now proceed
in morning business.

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

The Senator from West Virginia.
f

NO BUDGET MARKUP

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, yesterday
the Senate Budget Committee held its
last hearing on the President’s budget
plan prior to the Senate consideration
of the budget resolution. As a new
member of the Budget Committee, I
would like to take a moment to com-
mend Chairman DOMENICI and ranking
member CONRAD for a series of
thought-provoking hearings on the fu-
ture challenges facing our Social Secu-
rity and Medicare programs, on our ef-
forts to improve the education of our
children, and to address our Nation’s
infrastructure deficit and national se-
curity needs.

During the hearing yesterday, I in-
quired of—we often say ‘‘our good
friend,’’ my good friend Senator
DOMENICI. When I say ‘‘my good
friend,’’ I mean just that; my good
friend, Senator DOMENICI—about the
prospects for the Budget Committee
marking up the budget resolution prior
to the April 1 reporting deadline con-
tained in the Budget Act.

Let me say at the beginning of my
remarks, again, I am a new member of
the Budget Committee. Of course I was
around 27 years ago when we created
the Budget Committee, and I took a
very considerable interest in the prepa-
ration of the Budget Act in 1974. I spent
a great deal of time on it. So although
I come as a new member of the com-
mittee, I am not wholly unaware of the
fact that I have been around as long as
the committee has and perhaps a little
longer—longer than the Act itself.

One thing I try to remember is not to
take myself too seriously. Sometimes
it is pretty hard to avoid taking one’s
self too seriously. I try studiously to
avoid that.

But I do take seriously the work of
that committee. We have a great chair-
man. Senator DOMENICI is a very dili-
gent Senator.

The Bible says: ‘‘Seest thou a man
diligent in his business? He shall stand
before kings.’’

Senator DOMENICI is diligent in his
business. I have no doubt that he has
stood before kings in his tenure as a
Senator.

I admire him on top of all these
things. I think he is a congenial per-
son. I like him. It doesn’t make any
difference how this situation comes
out—what the outcome of the budget
action may or may not be. It isn’t
going to intervene in my admiration
and my affection for Senator DOMENICI,
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the Senator from New Mexico. We hap-
pen on this question to be a little bit at
loggerheads with respect to our view-
points. But who am I to say I am all
right and he is all wrong?

I say the same thing with regard to
my leader on this side, Mr. CONRAD. He
is the ranking member of the Budget
committee. I am not. I am just one of
the new members. But my interest
comes from elsewhere than just the
fact that I am a new member on that
committee.

I am not trying to rock the boat, or
get out in front of the committee. I am
here because I am a U.S. Senator. I
love the Senate. I have been in the Sen-
ate more than half of my life. I respect
its rules. I love its traditions, its folk-
lore, its history. But I am exceedingly
concerned about the way we are doing
things in the Senate in these times.

I am only here for a little while, as
we all are. But while I am here, I want
to uphold the traditions and the rules
of the Senate, because men who were
far greater than I am wrote this Con-
stitution. On July 16, 1787, they
reached a compromise, which is often
referred to in high school as ‘‘The
Great Compromise.’’ It was out of that
Great Compromise that this institu-
tion, the Senate, came into being. It
was that compromise of July 16, 1787,
that made possible my coming here as
one of the two Senators who represent
the State of West Virginia. It wasn’t
West Virginia when those forebears
wrote this Constitution that I hold in
my hand. It wasn’t a State of the
Union at that time. My State, which I
love and share in that love along with
Senator JAY ROCKEFELLER, was borne
out of the crucible of the Civil War. It
became a State, and is the only State
to have been born during the great war
between the States.

But because those forebears, whose
names were signed to this Constitu-
tion, arrived at that Great Com-
promise, we have this Senate. Other-
wise, the Presiding Officer would not
be here as a Senator from the State of
Rhode Island. All the people who work
here and our wonderful staff wouldn’t
be here. This ornate Chamber probably
would not be here. There wouldn’t be
two Houses in the legislative branch.

So once in a while we have to stop
and think about these things.

How did I come to be here? What do
I mean by ‘‘be here’’? What is this in-
stitution? Why do we have a Senate?
Why not just have a House of Rep-
resentatives?

The answers to those questions go
back into the centuries.

Why do we have a legislative branch?
Is ours a Republic? Is ours a democ-

racy? What is the difference?
Look at Hamilton’s essay denomi-

nated No. 10 among the Federalist Pa-
pers. Look at No. 10. Look at No. 14 and
one will get a clear understanding of
the difference between a pure democ-
racy and a Republic. Ours is a Repub-
lic.

What does that mean? That means
that the people across the land partici-

pate in their government through
elected representatives.

Think of that. In a pure democracy,
the people of my hometown of Sophia
could very well have a pure democracy.
There are only about 1,183 people in
that town. They could all meet. They
could make their own laws. They could
execute their own laws. They could
have a pure democracy.

But this is a nation spread from sea
to shining sea with 280 million people.
They could not all gather in one place
at one time and act for themselves. So
they elect us. We are the directly elect-
ed representatives of the people.

The President of the United States is
not directly elected by the people. He
is directly elected by the electors
which are chosen in each State by the
people. But we Senators represent and
speak for the people. And every 2 years,
or every 6 years, whichever it may be,
Members of the other body and Mem-
bers of this body have to go home and
stand for reelection.

So we represent the people. I rep-
resent, along with my colleague, JAY
ROCKEFELLER, 1.8 million people. But
our votes—our votes—West Virginia’s
votes in this Senate are as important
and are the very equal of the votes of
the Senators from the great State of
California. If it were a country by
itself, California would probably be
about No. 7 or No. 8 among all the
countries of the world—a great State, a
huge State, with a tremendous popu-
lation that would dwarf the size of the
population of my own mountain State
of West Virginia.

But because of this Constitution, this
Senate is a forum of the States, and
West Virginia has just as much voice
as does California, or New York, or
Texas, or Florida, or Illinois, or Penn-
sylvania—States whose populations
greatly outnumber that of West Vir-
ginia. So this institution is the forum
of the States. At the same time, it is
made up of Members who are elected
by, and who represent, the people of
the United States.

Now this is a long way of saying
these things which are not new to any
of the people who are listening. But
once in a while we need to be reminded.

Why do I take the floor today to talk
about the budget? And what does all
this that I have said got to do with the
budget? What does it have to do with
what we are doing in the Budget Com-
mittee? That is the problem. We do not
pause and remember why we are here,
and whom we represent here. We rep-
resent the people. We represent the
States.

I am not the ranking member of this
Budget Committee. I am not the chair-
man of it. But I am a member of it. I
did not seek to become a member until
this year. All these years since the act
has been on the law books of this coun-
try, I never sought to be on the Budget
Committee. But I saw that the Budget
Committee, more and more and more,
was becoming the major wheel in the
constitutional system of this country—

more and more things are being de-
cided in that committee—and, as one
who helped to write the legislation, I
must say that it was not intended to
become that. The Budget Committee
was not intended to have all the power
it has today. It never was intended to
be used as it is being used today.

So I have become increasingly con-
cerned about the fact that the Budget
Committee of the Senate—this is no re-
flection on its members or anything of
that nature, it is just a fact that what
that Budget Committee does this year,
will have a major impact on the work
of all the other committees, and on the
work of the Senate throughout this
year.

So that brings me now to what I
want to say today.

I was disappointed to learn that Sen-
ator DOMENICI was not planning to
have a committee markup. Now, he and
I had discussed this privately on a cou-
ple of occasions. But apparently he
reached that decision and so indicated
during the last session the committee
had, which was yesterday. He indicated
that, given the 11–11 split on the com-
mittee, it would not be productive—in
his way of looking at things—to go
through the markup process. And fol-
lowing the hearing yesterday, I came
down to the floor to express my dis-
appointment that the chairman was
not planning a markup, and—no reflec-
tion on him, nothing personal in what
I say—I spoke on the floor. He indi-
cated to me, by written note earlier
yesterday, that he would be responding
to what I had to say.

And everything is just fine between
the chairman and myself. I have to re-
member that I am 83 years of age. I do
not have a long life ahead of me, and
one of these days I have to meet some-
one who is much more powerful than
Senator DOMENICI or Senator LOTT or
President Bush or anybody else. I will
have to give an accounting for my
work here, for my stewardship in this
life. So I want to be able to leave this
Senate with the good will of every Sen-
ator. I hope I have that. I am sure I do
as far as Senator DOMENICI is con-
cerned.

So he notified me that he would be
speaking. Last evening I had to go
somewhere. I do not often accept invi-
tations to dinner. I like to have dinner
with my wife, to whom I have been
married almost 64 years, and with my
little dog Billy when I can do so, so I
do not accept many invitations.

One could spend all of his or her time
in this town as a Senator by running
here and there and thither and yonder
and thither and letting the work on his
desk pile up. But I found out a long
time ago that there was not much to be
had, not much that was important that
went on at these cocktail parties, and
so on, around this town. I could speak
quite at length on that subject, but I
will try to avoid getting off on to that,
except to say that I could not come up
at that point to the floor and partici-
pate or listen to Senator DOMENICI and
all he had to say.
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Therefore, this morning I said to

Senator DOMENICI: I haven’t seen the
RECORD yet. I want to see what is in
the RECORD. I understand you made a
fine talk, and I heard just a little bit of
it, but I couldn’t come up. So I may
have something to say today after I
look at the RECORD.

So he said: That’s fine.
And here I am.
We had many excellent, knowledge-

able witnesses at our hearings, and our
members engaged in spirited, incisive,
and deep, probing questioning. When
the Senate takes up the budget resolu-
tion, I believe the Senate should have
the benefit of the committee’s views.

Now, the Senate, in 1816, began to
formulate the major committees. They
have not always been around. There
were committees in the very first week
of the Senate’s meetings. There were
temporary committees, ad hoc com-
mittees, whatever, appointed to deal
with this or that or something else.
But in 1816, the major committees real-
ly began to take shape. Among those
early committees, of course, were the
committees that dealt with foreign af-
fairs and the finances of the Govern-
ment. It was not until 1867 that the Ap-
propriations Committee came into
being as a separate committee. The
work of the Appropriations Committee
was done by the Finance Committee.
And in 1867, if I am not mistaken, the
Appropriations Committee came into
being.

By virtue of my seniority on that
committee, I, at length—after 30 years,
I believe it was, on the committee—I
became, lo and behold, the chairman.
So I take these things pretty seriously,
having been chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee. And knowing
what impact the Budget Committee of
the Senate is having and what some of
its decisions are having on the oper-
ations of the Senate, I decided I wanted
to be on that committee. So again I
say, here I am.

I also believe that when the Senate
takes up the budget resolution, it
should have the benefit of the commit-
tee’s views.

Why do we have committees? They
are the little legislatures, you might
say, in the institution here. The mem-
bers of the committees have a very spe-
cial understanding of the work over
which the respective committee or
committees have jurisdiction. The
views of those committee members are
very important. In many instances, I
have been guided by my decisions on
matters, on votes and so on, by what
the members of the committee having
jurisdiction over the subject had to
say. They are the specialists. They give
their time, their talents, dealing with
that particular subject matter, what-
ever it may be.

Members of the Senate need to know
what the views are of the members of
the committee with respect to the leg-
islation before the Senate.

As I say, I am not saying something
that is teaching anybody anything, but

it may be that some of our people out
there who are watching through those
electronic goggles up by the Presiding
Officer’s desk, it may be that what I
am saying will mean a little something
to those people, that they will have a
better understanding of what we are
talking about. They need to be in-
formed. Woodrow Wilson said the in-
forming function of the legislative
branch is as important as the legisla-
tive function. We need to be informed.

It is more difficult to keep informed
on subject matters of today than it was
when I came to the Congress 49 years
ago this year. There are a lot more
things about which to be informed. We
didn’t have a lot of the laws on the
books then that we have today. We
didn’t have as many agencies in Gov-
ernment then as we have today. We
didn’t have the Interstate Highway
System that we have today. We didn’t
have the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission or the Appalachian regional
highways then that we have today. We
didn’t have the Clean Air Act; we have
it today. We didn’t have the Clean
Water Act then, but we have it today.
We have much more today to be in-
formed about than we had in those
days. That is why I am concerned
about what is happening with respect
to the budget which will be coming up
in the Congress shortly.

That is a long way around to tell
you, but you need to know that these
are important matters that affect you,
you the people, we the people. It is the
impact on you. It isn’t that I am a new
member of the Budget Committee and I
ought to have all this information and
I am quibbling over this and quibbling
over that. No, I am not quibbling at
all. This is serious business. It is your
business.

I believe the public would greatly
benefit by having a markup in the com-
mittee. Having been the appropriations
chairman, let me say what a markup
is. The chairman, with his staff, devel-
ops, based on the budget the President
sends up to the Congress, based on the
hearings that have been conducted in
the Appropriations Committee, and
draws up an appropriations bill. It may
be different from the appropriations
bill that came over from the House of
Representatives. Not by the Constitu-
tion but by custom, appropriations
bills generally originate in the House
of Representatives, unlike tax bills,
which, according to the Constitution,
must originate in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

So I, as chairman, and my staff direc-
tor, Mr. English, who has been the staff
director on the Democratic side for a
good many years, and others, sit down
and look at this bill and say, this is it.
Then I always made it a point to call
Senator Hatfield, who then was a Mem-
ber of the Senate from Oregon, who
was the ranking member at that time.
We said: This is the plan. We have this
amount of money allocated, and here is
the way it will be allocated.

That is the markup. Then the whole
committee sits down and looks at that.

Republicans and Democrats alike sit
down together and look at this bill.
That is called marking up the bill. We
may change it. The whole committee
may not like an item. We may have to
strike it, or they may want to add an
item. In any event, that is the legisla-
tive process 101, as it pertains to appro-
priations.

Yesterday I expressed my dismay
also that the administration has de-
layed from April 3 to April 9 the deliv-
ery date for details of the President’s
budget. The Senate is being asked to
consider a $2 trillion tax cut that is es-
timated to consume 80 percent of the
non-Social Security, non-Medicare sur-
plus over the next 10 years. Yet the de-
tails on over $20 billion of program cuts
for just one fiscal year apparently will
not be available to the Senate when it
is scheduled to debate the budget reso-
lution on the week of April 2.

Last evening Senator DOMENICI sent
me a letter, as I say, and came down to
the floor to respond to my concerns. I
thank him for responding quickly, but
I am disappointed by his message. In
his remarks he noted that in 1993, the
first year of the Clinton administra-
tion, the details of the President’s
budget were sent to the Congress on
April 8 and the Democratic leadership
completed the budget resolution for
President Clinton’s budget prior to de-
livery of those details.

Senator DOMENICI said that the
schedule for consideration of the budg-
et resolution this year is in accord
with the schedule in 1993 and that the
schedule for consideration of the budg-
et resolution of 1993 should serve as a
role model for how to proceed this
year.

Mr. President, Senator DOMENICI is
absolutely correct in his description of
the facts, but he missed my point. As I
say, I have alerted Senator DOMENICI’s
office to the fact that I am going to say
these things. I am not going to say
anything to hurt his feelings or any-
thing like that. He has been around
here; he is a pro. He understands. He
missed my point.

We have a 50/50 Senate. The Repub-
lican leaders should not be setting up a
process that rams the President’s budg-
et through the Senate. We should be
debating the budget, and we should be
trying to reach an agreement on a
budget. I don’t mean we should dis-
place the business before the Senate
right now to do that. But this thing is
coming; it is a train that is coming
right down the track. That Senate
process should start in the Senate
Budget Committee with a markup.

As I say, I am not taking myself all
that seriously as somebody trying to
tell the Budget Committee how to do
its work. That is not it. I am not look-
ing at that. That is not it. I am con-
cerned that the impact this process
will have on the Senate, on its mem-
bership—the final outcome of this
budget action—and on the country is a
far-reaching impact.
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As Senator DOMENICI pointed out in

his remarks last night, in 1993 the Sen-
ate Budget Committee had a markup—
get that—the Senate Budget Com-
mittee had a markup on March 11 and
debated and approved the budget reso-
lution, which was filed on March 12.
The markup was held in 1993, just as
there has been a markup in every other
year since the Budget Committee was
established. Yet apparently the distin-
guished chairman, Senator DOMENICI,
does not want to have a markup this
year. He has very plainly, forthrightly,
and honestly said so. He doesn’t make
any bones about it, and I admire him
for that.

In his remarks last evening, the
chairman mentioned the first Clinton
budget document, entitled ‘‘A Vision of
Change For America.’’ Here it is—‘‘A
Vision of Change For America.’’ It is
dated February 17, 1993. This morning,
after briefly reviewing that document,
I find that several sections have appli-
cations to the issues we face today.
That 1993 document noted—lend me
your ears, friends, ‘‘Romans’’; lend me
your ears. Here is what the 1993 docu-
ment said:

For more than a decade, the Federal Gov-
ernment has been living well beyond its
means—spending more than it takes in, and
borrowing the difference. The annual deficits
have been huge.

Deficit reduction is not an end in itself. It
is a means to the end of higher productivity,
rising living standards and the creation of
high wage jobs. In short, it is about securing
a better economic future for ourselves and,
even more importantly, our children. Huge
structural deficits are harmful for a simple
reason: when the economy is not in reces-
sion, each dollar the Federal Government
borrows to finance consumption spending ab-
sorbs private savings that would otherwise
be used to increase productive capacity.
Large, sustained budget deficits mean that
we must either reduce our investment at
home or borrow the money overseas.

This 1993 document went on to say:
The drain on our savings has caused ane-

mic domestic investment, especially in com-
parison with most advanced industrial coun-
tries. It has retarded growth in productivity
and living standards. Meanwhile, borrowing
from the rest of the world to maintain in-
vestment at even today’s depressed levels
has increased interest payments to foreign
leaders. In effect, we have signed over some
of the fruits of today’s productivity—enhanc-
ing investments to the children of Europe
and Japan, rather than preserving them for
our own [children].

‘‘A Vision of Change For America’’
laid out a plan for addressing the defi-
cits that were created by the excessive
tax cuts of 1981. It was a 5-year plan,
not a 10-year plan, and it put us on a
course to eliminate the colossal defi-
cits of the 1980s and early 1990s. Page
115 of that document included the fol-
lowing:

The plan promises rising standards of liv-
ing, productivity and national savings. It
stimulates growth and provides insurance
that the current slow recovery will be last-
ing and strong.

There are not many predictions one
can believe in around here, but that
was one we all saw come to fruition.

Continuing my quotation:
It invests in education, training and health

of our people. It encourages the private sec-
tor to modernize and acquire the tools and
technology to compete in the global econ-
omy. And it confronts our deficit head on.

That is what this book said in 1993.
It confronts our deficits head on, with a se-

rious, fair plan to bring it under control and
generate economic growth.

So that plan worked. It worked. In-
stead of the colossal deficits which
confronted the Senate at that time,
today we have—according to the pro-
jections which may or may not come
true—colossal surpluses. How many on
the Republican side voted for that
plan? Zero. Not a single vote in either
body—not one. Not one. My good friend
from New Mexico says that ought to be
a role model—that budget—that budget
plan, as outlined in the book titled ‘‘A
Vision of Change For America.’’ Not
one. Not one. Not one voted for that.

The first question that was ever
asked, I believe, in the history of man-
kind was, Where art thou? God walked
in the Garden of Eden, when the shades
of the day were falling and when the
cool of the evening was on the forehead
of Paradise. God walked in the garden.
He was looking for Adam and Eve. He
said: Adam, where art thou? That was
the first question: Adam, where art
thou?

In thinking about the votes that were
cast on the plan, that marvelous plan
which my good friend, Mr. DOMENICI,
called to our attention on yesterday
and which he said was a role model,
one could have rightly asked from this
side of the aisle: Where art thou?
Where art thou? Not one of our friends
over here on my right who belong to a
great political party, the Republican
Party—by the way, I get lots of votes
from Republicans in West Virginia. I
am proud of them. But not one, not one
answered: Here am I. Not one.

That was the role model, Mr. DOMEN-
ICI said. They did not follow that role
model when it came to votes on that
occasion.

That is why I take the time of the
Senate to review these passages, be-
cause we are being asked to take up a
budget resolution on April 2 without
the benefit of a Budget Committee
markup and without the benefit of a
detailed budget from the President.

As has been pointed out, this will not
be the first occasion when we did not
have a detailed description of the
President’s budget, but there are sig-
nificant differences in that time and
our time.

We are also told by the Republican
leaders that the core of the President’s
budget, a $2 trillion tax cut, may be
brought to the floor as a reconciliation
bill for which debate is limited to, at
most, 20 hours. Now get that. They say
that these moneys are the people’s
money. They are your money. We are
talking about a $2 trillion tax cut.
That is the President’s proposal, as I
have read about it in the press—a $2
trillion tax cut. That is a lot of money.

We are not used to counting money in
sums of that size down in West Vir-
ginia.

How much is $1 trillion? Have you
ever stopped to think? We talk about it
as though it were just a few dollars. I
have three $1 bills in my hands.

By the way, when I married my wife
64 years ago, on the next day after we
married, I gave her my pocketbook. I
had been working as a meat cutter in a
coal company store. My salary was $70
a month—$70 a month. She was a coal
miner’s daughter, and I grew up in a
coal miner’s home. We never had any-
thing as far as refrigerators or vacuum
cleaners. As a matter of fact, some of
those inventions did not come along
very much in advance of the year we
married.

I said to my wife: Here’s my wallet.
We were walking down the railroad
tracks. That is the only place we had.
We did not have any fine streets,
shaded avenues, boulevards beautiful in
their makeup. We had to walk down
the railroad tracks.

I gave her my pocketbook, and I
said—now this was 64 years ago. I gave
her my pocketbook. I said: You keep
the money. I will work and make it—I
won’t make much, but whatever I
make, you will have. When I want a
dollar or two, I will come to you and
ask for it. And I have done that for 64
years.

This morning she said: Do you need
any money?

I said: No, I have $3.75, and I am tak-
ing my lunch so I don’t have to go
down to the Senators’ dining room and
spend 30 or 40 minutes waiting on
somebody to help me with food and
then have to spend $8, $10, or $12 to pay
for it. I just take my little lunch, and
there is my $3 I have for the day. You
can ask her; she will verify everything
I have said.

Why do I say that? We are talking
about $2 trillion. How long would it
take you to count $1 trillion at the
rate of $1 per second? How long would
it take you to count $1 trillion at the
rate of $1 per second? Thirty-two thou-
sand years. A trillion means a little
more if I look at it in that way.

What I am saying is that we are told
by the Republican leaders that the core
of the President’s budget, a $2 trillion
tax cut—that is your money, and they
say we ought to give it back. But it is
also your debt, it is also your schools
that are falling down; the windows are
broken, the plumbing out of shape; it is
your schools; those crowded classrooms
out there are your classrooms. It is
your children. It is your parents who
need health care, who need a prescrip-
tion drug plan. Yes, it is your money,
but in our scheme of things, we are
elected by you to be the stewards of
your money.

It is your highways on which you
travel. It is the safety of your high-
ways that you have to depend upon
when your wives take the children to
the doctor or to the child care center,
or you have to go to the hospital, or
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you have to go to the store, or you go
to church, or you have to drive to
work. It is your safety on your high-
ways for which we are responsible. You
cannot build the highways yourself.
West Virginia cannot build a national
system of highways, but the Federal
system is what the people were talking
about—those framers—when they
wrote this Constitution—the Federal
system.

It is your money. It is a $2 trillion
tax cut. What a whale of an amount of
money. It may be brought to the floor,
we hear, as a reconciliation bill for
which debate is limited to, at most, 20
hours—20 hours of debate, that is all.
Yet it is your money. It is this budget
with its colossal $2 trillion tax cut that
may return us to the deficit ditch that
the 1993 plan helped us to claw our way
out of after 12 years of huge deficits;
that 1993 plan which my friend, the
Senator from New Mexico, referred to
yesterday as a model. That is the plan
that helped us to scratch and crawl and
dig our way out of that deficit ditch. It
is a role model. Where were you? Where
art thou? Where were you? the people
might ask. The 1993 plan.

Last week, all of the Democratic
members of the Budget Committee
wrote to Senator DOMENICI and urged
him to schedule a markup.

I joined with my colleagues and
urged Chairman DOMENICI not to take
the unprecedented step of failing to
mark up a budget resolution. If we
don’t mark it up, it will send a dan-
gerous message to the Senate about
the prospects for working on a bipar-
tisan basis in this evenly divided body.

President Bush, upon several occa-
sions during the campaign, talked
about the bickering, the infighting, the
bitter partisanship that was occurring
in Washington. He said he wanted to
stop it. He wanted to end it. He wanted
to do something about it. He is right.
And the people want to end it. That is
why they sent 50 of us to sit on this
side and 50 to sit on that side in this
Senate. That is the only time that has
ever happened—50–50. It has happened
37–37 upon an occasion, several decades
ago, but never 50–50, which is a tie vote
here.

If there is ever a time when we ought
to have partisanship, it isn’t now. We
need to work in a bipartisan manner.
The President wants that. I have great
respect for this President. I was in-
spired by his inaugural address. He
didn’t bow and scrape to the special in-
terest groups. He referred to the Scrip-
tures. Thank God we have a President
who referred to the Scriptures in his
inaugural speech. He talked about
Good Samaritans in that speech.

I will be very much opposed to his
$1.6 trillion tax cut, which will amount
to over $2 trillion. I will be very op-
posed to that tax cut. I may vote for a
tax cut, but it won’t be that one. That
is not to say I am disrespectful of him.
I just think he is wrong. On other occa-
sions I may think he is right about a
matter, but this, I think, is a colossal
mistake.

I think we are foolish, foolish, to talk
of a $2 trillion tax cut based on projec-
tions of surpluses 10 years away, 9
years away, 8 years, whatever, which
may never—and probably won’t—mate-
rialize.

That is taking a very important step,
and it is going to impact on you, the
people. So why shouldn’t we have a de-
bate? Why shouldn’t we have a markup
in this bill? We may report out a better
measure than even the chairman has in
mind.

Why have we seen fit in our constitu-
tional system to have committees?
Why? If we are going to have commit-
tees, why don’t we have markups on
bills and let Republicans and Demo-
crats hammer it out, hammer out the
measure on the anvil of free debate?
Why does any chairman want to say to
the committee, I am not going to have
a markup, period?

Some people might think that is dic-
tatorial, tyrannical, autocratic, arbi-
trary. We have had great hearings. We
have had witnesses who have traveled
here from all points of the compass.
They have answered our questions. We
have had splendid hearings—you people
have attended the hearings—but we are
not going to have a markup in this
committee.

Why? Because we are operating on a
50/50 basis. It is even-stephen in this
committee. If I had a majority of one
or two in the committee, yes, we would
have a markup then, but we don’t have
a majority. The people have decided
that. We don’t have a majority. So
whatever you say, I will listen, but we
are not having a markup. Might as well
not have meetings. A committee chair-
man may as well just say: We are not
going to have any meetings. We will
have a meeting in committee when I
decide to and we won’t have a meeting
in committee when I decide we won’t.

That is the way it used to be. Do you
believe that? It used to be that way in
considerable measure.

When I came to the House of Rep-
resentatives 49 years ago, committee
chairmen could simply bottle up legis-
lation in their committees and not
even have a meeting. I can remember a
Member of the House whom I respected
a great deal and admired; he was a
former judge in the 16th District of
Virginia. His name was Howard Smith.
He represented the Eighth Congres-
sional District of Virginia.

Let me say: You know what, you
know what. Howard Smith, this former
judge, was chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee in the House. I have the book
here, Congressional Directory, 1953,
March. When matters came to his com-
mittee, he just would go on back down
to the farm and tend to his farming
and leave the legislation bottled up in
his committee.

I remember reading about it in the
papers. The chairman didn’t have a
meeting. Where was he? He was down
on his farm. So the chairmen some-
times just bottled up things in their
committees.

In effect, that is what is happening
here. Markup of the Budget Resolution
is being ‘‘bottled up.’’ Our cries and
pleas and prayers are going to be of no
avail because we are not going to have
a markup in that committee. Well, why
did I attend most of the hearings?

So it is in a different form but it is
the same old thing as when those
chairmen used to say, we will have a
hearing or we may not have a hearing,
or we won’t even have a meeting, and
the whole session passed and there
would be no meeting of the committee
on many important matters. That is
the way it used to be.

So what happened? This is not Na-
tional History Month but I am just re-
peating a little bit of history today. We
have heard that history repeats itself.
That is what we see in front of us. His-
tory is repeating itself.

Here is what happened in the writing
of the rules around here—I am not sure
I ever read much concerning the House
rules. I was there 6 years, but I didn’t
get so much embedded in the study of
them. The rules today won’t allow
chairmen to do that.

Let me read, as an example, from
rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of the
Senate. Here it is. I used to know the
rules much better than I know them
now.

Rule 26, section 10(B)—I haven’t read
this lately. This is a different print.
This is 1999. That was the last century,
1999. So I haven’t read this one. But
this is what I think is pertinent to our
discussion. ‘‘It shall be the duty.’’
10(B).

It shall be the duty of the chairman of
each committee to report or cause to be re-
ported promptly to the Senate, any measure
approved by his committee and to take or
cause to be taken necessary steps to bring
the matter to a vote. In any event, the re-
port of any committee upon a measure which
has been approved by a committee shall be
filed within seven calendar days.

And so on and so on. I don’t think
that is the pertinent part.

I will ask the Parliamentarian to
give me a copy of the rules and the per-
tinent provision which I am talking
about; 26, paragraph 3. Here it is. Each
standing committee—aha, here it is.

Each standing committee (except the Com-
mittee on Appropriations) shall fix regular
weekly, biweekly, or monthly meeting days
for the transaction of business before the
committee and additional meetings may be
called by the chairman as he may deem nec-
essary. If at least three members of any such
committee desire that a special meeting of
the committee be called by the chairman,
those members may file in the offices of the
committee their written request to the
chairman for that special meeting. Imme-
diately upon the filing of the request, the
clerk of the committee shall notify the
chairman of the filing of the request. If,
within three calendar days after the filing of
the request, the chairman does not call the
requested special meeting, to be held within
seven calendar days after the filing of the re-
quest, a majority of the members of the com-
mittee may file in the offices of the com-
mittee their written notice that a special
meeting of the committee will be held, speci-
fying the date and the hour of that special

VerDate 23-MAR-2001 23:27 Mar 23, 2001 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00017 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G23MR6.051 pfrm01 PsN: S23PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2812 March 23, 2001
meeting. The committee shall meet on that
day and hour. Immediately upon the filing of
the notice, the clerk of the committee shall
notify all members of the committee that
such special meeting will be held and inform
them of its date and hour. If the chairman of
any such committee is not present at any
regular, additional, or special meeting of the
committee, the ranking member of the ma-
jority party on the committee who is present
shall preside at that meeting.

That provision applies to the Budget
as to any other committee except the
Appropriations Committee. So in the
rules there is provision for members of
a committee, if the majority of the
members so wish, to insist upon and to
require and to have a meeting of the
committee.

Now, there are two problems with
this provision. One is that you have to
have a majority. We have a 50/50 break-
down. In other words, in the committee
we have 11–11. I haven’t tested the wa-
ters to see if someone on the Repub-
lican side—with, I assume a majority,
probably unanimous group of Senators
on my side—would join to insist that
we have a meeting of that committee,
the Budget Committee, to mark up the
bill. It might very well be that we
would get a majority. That is the first
problem.

The second problem is as big or big-
ger. Once the committee meets at the
request and insistence of a majority of
the committee, if the chairman is not
there, the ranking member—which
means of the same party—would act as
chairman. So far, so good. But the real
fly in the ointment would come in the
fact that that chairman can call the
meeting to order and put the com-
mittee out immediately. He has ful-
filled his—the request of the majority
of the committee. In other words, he
doesn’t have to sit there and have a
long hearing or meeting. He can just
call it to order and adjourn.

So why do I call that to the attention
of the Senate? Not as a possible—not to
indicate that there is a possible avenue
which would constitute a threat to the
chairman. I do not do that at all. But
just to remind Senators that it is
there.

When George Mallory, that great
Britisher, was asked why he wanted to
climb Mount Everest, he said ‘‘because
it’s there.’’ So, today, I have taken the
time to point out to my colleagues,
some of whom may have not read this
in quite a while, myself included—that
it is there.

Why is it there? It is there because it
needed to be there. Why did it need to
be there? Because there were some
chairmen in the Congress, both Houses,
who just refused to have their commit-
tees meet. And if the civil rights bills
or whatever were introduced, they
went to the committee. That was the
burying ground. They never came out
of that door.

So Congress said, and the people said,
and the press said: We have had
enough. We are going to require—we
are going to put something in here by
which a majority of the committee can

be sure that that committee does meet.
As I say, the chairman may gavel it in
and gavel it out, but he has to do this
before the people. Used to be these
things did not have to be out in the
sunlight, but you have to be in the sun-
shine now, so the people say. So if he
wants to gavel the committee in and
gavel it out, OK, he can do that. He is
elected for 2 years. Probably—it is un-
likely he will be expelled from the body
for doing that, but there comes a time
when he does have to stand before the
bar of the people. If he wants to be
high-handed, heavyhanded, or what-
ever, the people will make a judgment.

So that is why we have in the rules a
way to force a committee chairman to
meet. We are not talking about that
here, for Chairman DOMENICI; he is very
excellent about having hearings and so
on. But there is just a certain remnant
of the evil that existed when chairmen
could bottle up matters in their com-
mittees, not even have meetings.

We have been having meetings, but
we face a very serious matter of having
soon to be confronted with a budget
resolution which will not have been
marked up in the committee, and
which will have only details which will
have only been provided by the chair-
man.

I come to a close now just to say
again that all I say is meant to be
within the spirit of goodwill, but also
to indicate my concern about what is
happening in this Senate and the way
it is happening.

I thank the Chair and all Senators
who have been waiting.

Let me thank, again, my own chair-
man, the ranking member of the Budg-
et Committee, for the excellent work
he has done in that committee.

I made it clear at the beginning, may
I say to my ranking member, that I am
not here posing as top man on my com-
mittee. I couldn’t be, and I wouldn’t
want to be. The ranking member has
done a very good job.

But as a member of that committee,
and as one who has been around here
now for 49 years in this institution, I
am afraid something is going on that
gets to the root of this institution and
will hamper the representation of the
people by virtue of the fact that our
hands, figuratively speaking, are going
to be tied, and that we are, to an ex-
tent, being gagged to the point where
it is going to be done the chairman’s
way. The way it is going to be done, he
has been very forthright about and
very frank about. It is just going to
come to the Senate without the benefit
of amendment. That in my opinion is
not for the Senate or for the good of
the Nation. So, I respectfully ask my
chairman, Senator DOMENICI, let us fol-
low your own advice, let us use the 1993
Reconciliation Act as a role model and
have a markup.

I thank all Senators for listening. I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). The distinguished Senator from
Vermont is recognized.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
thank the senior Senator from West
Virginia for making us aware of the
situation which we are coming into. I
speak as a committee chairman who is
deeply concerned about the process and
how we are going to be meaningful in
our participation to handle some of the
very serious issues of this country. I
thank him very much for his help.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, I thank him, not for
what he said but I thank him for being
a Senator who is independent in his
thinking, who has the courage of his
own convictions, and who is unafraid
to state them. I thank him for his serv-
ice not only to his State and the people
who sent him here but also on behalf of
the Senators from other States who re-
spect that kind of integrity.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the Senator.
f

SNOWE-JEFFORDS PROVISIONS
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise

today to more fully discuss the Snowe-
Jeffords provisions of the Bipartisan
Campaign Reform Act. Accountability
and transparency are two of the most
important principles in a democracy.
The Snowe-Jeffords provisions will
strengthen our campaign finance laws
and democracy by ensuring the finan-
cial sponsors of sham issue ads are ac-
countable to the voters through in-
creased disclosure.

I am concerned that the intent and
effect of these provisions have been dis-
torted by some of those who oppose
campaign finance reform. I am here
today to set the record straight.

I have been proud to work with my
good friend the senior Senator from
Maine to develop these provisions that
our citizens demand and that abide by
the First Amendment. Senator SNOWE
has shown great leadership and dedica-
tion in developing a legislative solu-
tion that will fully and fairly address
the proliferation of these sham issue
ads.

Let me begin with a discussion of
what the Snowe-Jeffords provisions
would do. First, they require disclosure
of certain information if an individual
spends more than 10,000 dollars in a
year on electioneering communications
which are run in the 30 days before a
primary, or 60 days before a general
election. Second, Snowe-Jeffords pro-
hibits the direct or indirect use of
union or corporate treasury monies to
fund electioneering communications
run during these time periods. For my
colleagues and those watching on C–
SPAN, an electioneering communica-
tion is any broadcast, cable, or sat-
ellite communication which references
a clearly identified federal candidate
within the time period explained
above.

Now let me explain what the Snowe-
Jeffords provisions will not do:

The Snowe-Jeffords provisions will
not prohibit groups like the National
Right to Life Committee or the Sierra
Club from disseminating electioneering
communications;
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It will not prohibit such groups from

accepting corporate or labor funds;
It will not require such groups to cre-

ate a PAC or another separate entity;
It will not bar or require disclosure

of communications by print media, di-
rect mail, or other non-broadcast
media;

It will not require the invasive dis-
closure of all donors, and

Finally, it will not affect the ability
of any organization to urge grassroots
contacts with lawmakers on upcoming
votes.

The last point bears repeating. The
Snowe-Jeffords provisions do not stop
the ability of any organization to urge
their members and the public through
grassroots communications to contact
their lawmakers on upcoming issues or
votes. That is one of the biggest distor-
tions of the Snowe-Jeffords provisions.
Any organization can, and should be
able to, use their grassroots commu-
nications to urge citizens to contact
their lawmakers. Under the Snowe-Jef-
fords provisions any organization still
can undertake this most important
task.

My colleagues may wonder what led
Senator SNOWE and I to work so hard
for the inclusion of these provisions in
the McCain-Feingold campaign finance
reform bill. Since the 1996 election
cycle we have both seen, and experi-
enced first hand, the explosion in the
amount of money spent on these so-
called issue ads. From the 135–150 mil-
lion dollars spent in 1996, spending on
these so-called issue ads has ballooned
to over 500 million dollars during the
last election cycle.

It is not the increase in the amount
spent on these so-called issue ads alone
that concerns us. Studies have shown
that in the final two months of an elec-
tion, 95 percent of television issue ads
mentioned a candidate, 94 percent
made a case for or against a candidate,
and finally 84 percent of these ads had
an attack component. Does anyone
think these statistics are just a coinci-
dence? An overwhelming majority of
the public recognizes this problem.
They see an ad identifying, 90 percent,
or showing a candidate, 83 percent, or
an ad being shown in the last few
weeks before an election, 66 percent, as
ads that are trying to influence their
vote for or against a particular can-
didate.

Some of my colleagues are of the
opinion that this increase in money
spent on sham issue ads is fine. They
believe that more money in the system
will better inform the electorate about
the candidates. Unfortunately, these
sham issue ads are corrupting our elec-
tion system and are not better inform-
ing the voters about the candidates.

The public can differentiate between
electioneering communications and
other types of communications done to
purely inform the public on an issue. A
recent study done by the Brigham
Young University Center for the Study
of Elections and Democracy shows this,
and the effect these ads are having on
the public.

As you can plainly see from this
chart, I have beside me the public
views electioneering communications
as trying to persuade them to vote
against a candidate. These ads—80 per-
cent—evoke as strong of a reaction in
the viewing public as the party adver-
tisements—81 percent—and are even
stronger than the candidate’s own
ads—67 percent. This chart also shows
that the public knows when it is view-
ing a pure issue ad as compared to the
other types of ads tested. Seventy per-
cent of the public recognizes that.

This next chart, chart No. 2, also
demonstrates how the public views
these ads, again showing what is the
real purpose behind these election-
eering communications. Here, like the
first chart, you can see that the public
is able to differentiate between ads run
to help or hurt a candidate versus a
pure issue ad meant to inform the pub-
lic. What is interesting, or frightening,
about this chart is that the election-
eering communications generate a
higher response from the viewing pub-
lic—86 percent—than even the can-
didate—82 percent—or party ads—84
percent.

My third chart shows the degree to
which the public felt an ad was in-
tended to influence their vote, with 1
being not at all and 7 being clearly in-
tended to influence their vote.

This chart again shows that the pub-
lic is able to differentiate between the
communications they receive. Like be-
fore, there is a stark difference in pub-
lic perception between those ads which
are seen as trying to influence a vote,
election issue ads, party ads, and can-
didate ads, versus those seen as por-
traying a purely informational pur-
pose, pure issue ads. The chart also
shows that the public views the intent
of these electioneering communica-
tions to be to influence their vote as
strongly as a party ad—6.3 to 6.3; about
even—and even more strongly—6.3 to
5.8—than the candidate’s own adver-
tisement. The chart also shows the
stark difference in the public’s mind
between the intent of electioneering
communications—6.3—and pure issue
ads—3.7.

While the public correctly perceives
that electioneering communications
are meant to influence their vote, the
public is confused about the origin of
these communications. As this chart
shows, chart No. 4, an overwhelming
majority—75 percent—of the public be-
lieve that these communications are
being paid for by the party or the can-
didate themselves. The voters deserve
to know who is trying to influence
their vote, and the Snowe-Jeffords pro-
visions will give them that informa-
tion.

My final chart, chart No. 5, shows
that the public craves the information
that the Snowe-Jeffords provisions
would provide them. Eighty percent of
the public believes that it is important
or very important that they know who
pays for or sponsors a political ad.

I ask our opponents, do they not be-
lieve that the public deserves to know

who is trying to influence their vote?
The public both wants and deserves
that information, and Senator SNOWE
and I provide it to them with our provi-
sions.

I think this is an incredibly impor-
tant part of the bill. I strongly urge all
of my patriots to study the Snowe-Jef-
fords provisions to make sure they
fully understand that all we are requir-
ing is disclosure. We want to make sure
people know from where the informa-
tion to influence them is coming.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed in morn-
ing business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in
morning business.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for as much time as I
may consume in morning business.

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

f

THE ECONOMY OF OUR COUNTRY

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have
listened with some interest today to
some of the discussion on the floor of
the Senate, first about campaign fi-
nance reform, and then to Senator
Byrd, and others.

I come to the floor to talk about the
economic circumstances this country
finds itself in for the moment. I want
to visit about a number of issues that
relate to our economy.

Mr. President, I came across one of
my favorite books last evening while
going through a pile of old books that
had been stacked for some long while.
The book is written by a man named
Fulghum. Most people in this country
have read this book or seen the book.
It is entitled ‘‘All I Really Need to
Know I Learned in Kindergarten.’’ It is
a wonderful little book.

In ‘‘All I Really Need to Know I
Learned in Kindergarten,’’ he de-
scribes: ‘‘Put things back where you
got them.’’ ‘‘Don’t hurt others.’’ ‘‘Play
fair.’’ ‘‘Clean up your own mess.’’
‘‘Don’t hit people.’’ ‘‘Wash your
hands.’’ ‘‘Flush.’’

There is a whole list of things you
learned in kindergarten that represent
enduring truths throughout life.

I started thinking about this in the
context of the grappling that we do in
this country with our economy. We for-
get the most basic of things—almost
kindergarten-like lessons—about our
economy so very quickly.

Let me describe just a few of them.
We have been blessed, of course, with

a long period of economic expansion, a
period in which we have seen almost
unprecedented economic growth: new
jobs, better income, and more oppor-
tunity for most American families. The
stock market began to increase in
value and rolled to increasing new
heights. People felt good about the
stock market. They invested in the
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Dow Jones, in the Nasdaq, and would
see their net worth increase daily or
weekly or monthly.

We saw college dropouts who were
still fighting their acne problems, and
hadn’t yet learned to shave, making
million-dollar deals in technology com-
panies, and then selling them and
starting new technology companies. It
was a go-go economy with remarkable
and almost unimaginable new things
that were happening. We had higher
economic growth and lower inflation.

Of course, the one constant in all of
this was a Federal Reserve Board. The
Federal Reserve Board sat down behind
its thick doors, and in its concrete
building, and continued to ring its
hands and fret about inflation, despite
the fact that inflation was receding
rather than increasing.

So that is what kind of economy we
had. It has been quite an economy.

Then about 10 months ago, the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, and its chairman,
Alan Greenspan, decided they once
again would increase interest rates—
then 50 basis points—because our econ-
omy was growing too rapidly. They had
great fear that an economy that was
growing too much would produce infla-
tionary pressures.

What they did not understand—and
have not understood for some long
while—is the workers in this country
are more productive. Productivity was
on the march, on the increase. You can
have lower unemployment and higher
economic growth if you have higher
productivity.

But, nonetheless, 10 months ago, the
Federal Reserve Board took its last
step to increase interest rates because
they felt America was growing too fast.
It was the last, I believe, in six steps
over about a year to substantially in-
crease interest rates and slow down the
American economy.

At about the same time, we began
the see some energy problems in this
country—price spikes in natural gas,
propane, and home heating fuel. We
began to see the dislocation of energy
restructuring, especially electricity re-
structuring in California. And now we
see—in recent days—rolling blackouts
in the State of California. So we have
significant energy problems.

Part of that resulted from the eupho-
ria of having the price of oil drop to $10
a barrel, which resulted in very few
people deciding they wanted to look for
additional oil and natural gas, and the
drying up of new drilling rigs. There-
fore, because the price of oil dropped so
low, and we had so few new people
looking for oil and natural gas, we now
find a dislocation—increased demand
for natural gas especially and oil, and
reduced supply.

Now we have new exploration be-
cause oil went to well over $30 a barrel
at one point, and we have new people
looking for oil and natural gas. I sus-
pect 8 months, 12 months, 2 years from
now we will have new supplies on line,
and we will have some additional bal-
ance. But with a Federal Reserve Board

determined to slow down the economy
with high interest rates, and a signifi-
cant energy problem that has visited
this country and provided great injury,
and still does today for many Ameri-
cans who fought through a bitterly
cold first 2 months of the winter and
discovered their natural gas prices to
heat their homes had been jacked up,
in some cases double and triple, it has
been a tough time.

At the same time, the bubble began
to burst on the stock market. The
Nasdaq began falling. The Dow began
falling. The economy began to slow
down. We had, and still have, a form of
liquidity crisis. We have good busi-
nesses that are building out to try to
provide competition in communica-
tions and other areas that can’t find
the kind of capital they need to con-
tinue doing that business. This serious
liquidity crisis accompanies the slow-
down and the bursted bubble on the
stock market.

At the same time we have a trade
deficit that is growing very dramati-
cally. This trade deficit is the highest
in history of anywhere on Earth. Per-
sonal debt continues to go up in this
country. As I indicated, economic
growth is slowing.

Amidst all of this, we have, it seems
to me, probably just forgotten some of
the fundamentals. Going back to ‘‘All I
Really Need To Know I Learned In Kin-
dergarten,’’ some of the fundamentals
we should never have forgotten. Mr.
Greenspan should never have forgotten
that increased productivity allows less
unemployment. Increased productivity
allows higher growth. Don’t be afraid
of the American workers being more
productive and earning more money
and being employed at a higher rate if
their productivity is up. All we really
need to know, we should have learned
in the primer course on that subject.
Yet the Federal Reserve Board consist-
ently has insisted that is an equation
that doesn’t work. They have forgotten
the fundamentals.

In our market for securities and in-
vestors, we have forgotten the fun-
damentals. This is not the first time.
You can go back to bubbles of specula-
tion throughout history. One of the
most interesting ones for me was to
read about the bubble of speculation in
‘‘Tulipmania’’ four or five centuries
ago in which there was a time when
they paid $25,000 for a tulip bulb be-
cause tulip bulbs became the subject of
massive speculation. We have had a lot
of speculation bubbles in recent cen-
turies. This was just the last.

Is it surprising that it doesn’t work
out when you purchase stock that is
selling for 200 times its earnings or
when you purchase the stock at a wild-
ly inflated price of a company that has
never made a profit and doesn’t look as
if it is going to make a profit? Is it sur-
prising that that doesn’t work out at
some point? I don’t think so. Yet many
of us, probably all of us, temporarily
forgot those lessons when the Nasdaq
and the markets continued to go up
and up.

Will Rogers once said his dad gave
him some advice. He said his daddy
said that he should buy stock, then
hold it until it goes up, and then sell it.
And if it doesn’t go up, don’t buy it. At
least that is what he said his dad said.
He said that doesn’t work out so well.

The lesson from all of this that we
probably should have learned long ago
is that some of these prices were never
justifiable; that is, with respect to the
market.

What about energy? Perhaps we
should understand with respect to this
energy crisis that it is not enough just
to applaud when the price of a barrel of
oil goes to $10 because there will be a
consequence later. It is not enough
when you find yourself short of energy
to just go find new energy because that
is only part of the solution.

Opening up ANWR, as some of my
colleagues suggest we should do, and as
I oppose, is not a substitute for an en-
ergy policy. I don’t believe we ought to
open ANWR. But some say: Let’s just
address this energy policy by simply
finding new supplies. Well, let’s find
new supplies. Let’s incentivize the find-
ing of new supplies of oil and natural
gas, and let’s use clean coal technology
to produce our coal in an environ-
mentally friendly way.

Let’s also do other things. Let’s un-
derstand that conservation is very im-
portant. If you are sitting in a 6,000
pound gas hog and complaining about
the price of gas, we have to be con-
cerned about the issue of conservation
in this country as well. We need to
produce new energy. We need to con-
serve more, both with appliances and
vehicles and other ways. Additionally,
we need to incentivize new sources of
renewable energy: wind energy, bio-
mass, ethanol, and more. I know the oil
industry doesn’t like it, but that is pre-
cisely why I do. When the oil industry
believes it is in its self-interest to im-
pede the development of other sources
of energy, I say that is exactly why we
ought to develop other sources of en-
ergy. Yes, we need the oil industry. We
need natural gas. But we also ought to
develop wind power. The new genera-
tion of wind turbines are very effective
and efficient. Wind, biomass, ethanol,
all can contribute to this country’s en-
ergy supply, and we ought to under-
stand that.

Again, all we need to do is to make
sensible decisions. The sensible deci-
sion is not to just rely on additional
production. That won’t solve America’s
energy problem. We introduced a piece
of legislation yesterday—Senator
BINGAMAN, myself, and others on the
Energy Committee, along with my col-
league Senator DASCHLE, the Demo-
cratic leader—which is a comprehen-
sive energy policy. It moves us in the
right direction in a range of areas, one
that is thoughtful and will lead this
country out of the dilemma that cur-
rently exists with the imbalance be-
tween supply and demand for energy.
Our economy cannot survive, progress
and succeed the way we want it to un-
less we have assured supplies of energy.
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I talked about the stock market. I

talked about the economy. Energy is
also a very important element of these
issues. We have to respond to them,
and we have to deal with them.

At the same time we are confronting
the other issues, we are confronting
the challenge of international trade. I
mention the challenge of international
trade only because, while all of the
other elements of our fiscal policy
seemed to have improved dramatically
over the most recent 8 years, the one
area that continued to decline was
trade. By decline, I mean our trade def-
icit continued to grow year after year.
We have the highest deficit in human
history. It is not rocket science to fix
this. Again, all we really need to know
we learned in kindergarten. Everyone
needs to play fair. Our current mer-
chandise trade deficit is a huge prob-
lem at over $440 billion just this last
year. The problem is that when we
have trading partners, whether it is
Europe, China, Japan, Mexico, or Can-
ada, we say to them, we will open our
markets to you, but in exchange, you
must open your markets to us. We have
never had the nerve or the will to do
that.

Let me give some examples of what
we have done in trade. We just nego-
tiated a deal with China. We said to
China, after a long phase-in, we will
give you this deal. You have a huge
surplus with us or we have a huge def-
icit with you, and after a phase-in, we
will give you this deal. You have
roughly 1.2 billion people who are look-
ing for new products. However we nego-
tiated a deal that when we sell Amer-
ican vehicles to China, they can impose
a 25-percent tariff. But if the Chinese
sell automobiles to the United States,
we will impose a 2.5-percent tariff. In
other words, we will make a deal with
you. You can charge a tariff that is 10
times higher than the United States on
automobiles. That is with a country
with which we already have a huge def-
icit, an over $80 billion last year. I
scratch my head and look at that and
think, on whose side were our trade ne-
gotiators? They certainly weren’t for
America. At least, they forgot for
whom they were negotiating. That is
one example here are a few others.

The average agricultural tariff in the
United States is 12 percent. The global
average is 26 percent. The average tar-
iff in the European Union is 30 percent.
We have a long series of trade agree-
ments, and big disputes, with the Euro-
pean Union. How is it that our trade
negotiators let our European counter-
parts take advantage of our farmers?

The average Japanese tariff is 58 per-
cent. Every pound of T-bone steak that
goes to Tokyo has right now a nearly
40-percent tariff on it. That is after the
beef agreement with Japan—unforgiv-
able. Japan has a $70 billion trade sur-
plus with the United States but they
won’t cut a deal for our ranchers.

After our beef agreement, almost
every pound of beef going into Japan
has a huge tariff on it. Yet this country

seems to lack the will, the strength, or
the nerve to do much about it.

Every time we get involved in a trade
negotiation, we lose in a very short pe-
riod of time and agree to trade conces-
sions that continue to ratchet up the
trade deficit. I hear all my colleagues
say: These trade agreements are really
important so we can sell around the
world. Yes, they are important. Every
time we have a new trade agreement,
we have a higher trade deficit. Does
that add up?

We have a trade agreement with Mex-
ico. We had a surplus; we turned it into
a deficit. We have a trade agreement
with Canada. We had a deficit; we near-
ly doubled it. We have a trade agree-
ment with China. We didn’t have a vote
on that, but we just had a bilateral
agreement with China.

I will make a wager with my col-
leagues that in a year and a half, when
we evaluate our relationship with
China, our deficit will have increased
and we will be getting fewer agricul-
tural products into China. Incidentally,
after the trade agreement with China,
in December, a load of barley was
shipped to China from the U.S. and it is
still waiting to enter. China stopped
the shipment and apparently isn’t
going to let it get in. And China will
give no reason for it. It is reasonable to
ask: Who is looking after our interests?

You could put on a blindfold and lis-
ten and you could not tell the dif-
ference between George Bush, Bill Clin-
ton, George W. Bush, Ronald Reagan,
or Richard Nixon. It is all the same
mantra on trade: This country is ill
served by the trade agreements we
have had. I support expanded trade and
expanded opportunity for American
products abroad. That is not what is
happening in these trade agreements.

Now we come to a backdrop of an
economy with energy issues and issues
with respect to the market, trade, and
other things I have discussed, and we
have a new President who wants to cut
taxes. In his campaign for the Presi-
dency, when he was campaigning
against Mr. Forbes in the primaries, he
said he wanted to cut taxes by $1.3 tril-
lion over 10 years. That was nearly 2
years ago that he made that announce-
ment. That $1.3 trillion is scored by
those who know it all works out that
we will offer $2 trillion in real costs. So
we have a President who, a couple
years ago, said he wants a very large
tax cut, and that there are surpluses as
far as the eye can see. He and virtually
all others from all political parties say
they expect surpluses every year for
the next 10 years, so the American peo-
ple ought to receive some of those sur-
pluses back in the form of tax relief.

I agree. I think it is time for a tax
cut for a number of reasons. No. 1, I
think our economy is weaker than
most people believe. We are headed to-
ward some pretty troublesome cir-
cumstances. Our fiscal policy ought to
be stimulative. It is time for a tax cut
that will help stimulate this economy
and help provide additional economic
growth.

But I do not believe we ought to lock
in a tax cut for 10 years that is so large
that it could pose a danger of putting
us right back into very large, signifi-
cant budget deficits once again. It took
well over a decade to get out of that
problem. This country should not want
to be back in the same set of cir-
cumstances.

First of all, I don’t think anyone here
really believes that we know what is
going to happen 2 years, 5 years, or 10
years from now. Nobody believes that
we know there will be surpluses. We
have never had surpluses for 10 straight
years. We have never had those sur-
pluses. Nobody knows what is going to
happen 6 months from now in the econ-
omy. Yet we have people here who are
prepared to say we are going to lock in
a very large tax cut in a way that will
put us in jeopardy of going back into
Federal budget deficits 2 years, 5 years,
or 10 years from now. I don’t think that
is wise. We should only lock in a tax
cut for the first 2 years, and do the
right kind of tax cut so that it is fair
to everybody and in a way that stimu-
lates our economy.

The first 2-year phase—make that
portion of it permanent. Make the first
phase stimulative, and at the end of 2
years, if we still have surpluses and the
economic outlook is good, do a second
phase. That is a much more conserv-
ative and a much more thoughtful way
to address these issues.

I hope as we have these discussions in
the budget debate, and in the subse-
quent tax debate that will come fol-
lowing that, we will be able to think
through exactly what kind of projec-
tions we have for the future and ex-
actly what we think is going to happen
and, as a result of that, what kind of
tax cuts we should enact.

There are a number of priorities for
this country. Tax cuts are one at this
point, especially because, A, we have a
surplus and, B, we have an economy
that is weakening. There are other pri-
orities as well, one of which is to pay
down the Federal debt. If you run it up
in tough times, pay it down during bet-
ter times. To those who say we are
paying down the debt, I say when the
budget document gets here, we will go
to the page number I say and look at
gross debt. It is going to increase, not
decrease. Tell me why you think we are
paying it down. Gross debt will in-
crease, not decrease. That is why a sig-
nificant part of the surplus that exists,
in my judgment, should go to reducing
the Federal debt.

Second, there are other things for us
to do. Yes, a tax cut is a priority. So,
too, is paying down the Federal debt.
But there are other things we should
do. We need to improve our schools in
this country. That is something that is
important to our future. We need to
try to be helpful to senior citizens—to
all Americans, but especially senior
citizens—to pay the cost of prescrip-
tion drugs. We ought to do that in the
Medicare program and in a way that is
affordable and effective.
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So those are the other needs and pri-

orities that we ought to consider. Fi-
nally, let me say that without dispar-
aging any of the economic thinkers, ei-
ther in the administration, or in Con-
gress, or the Federal Reserve Board, no
one knows what is happening in the fu-
ture. We are all united by that pro-
found lack of understanding. No one
knows what the future holds for this
economy. The most important element,
by far, for this economy is the con-
fidence of the American people. There
are some who think we are so sophisti-
cated that the control room on a ship
of state has all kinds of gauges and
knobs and dials and levers, and if you
just go down there and adjust them all
right, pull the right lever, adjust the
right knob, move the right gauge,
whether it is M–1B or tax cuts or
spending or any number of devices,
somehow the ship of state will sail for-
ward at maximum speed. That is not
the case at all. That has very little to
do with the speed at which this ship
moves forward.

What has everything to do with it is
the confidence of the American people.
This economy rests on the confidence
of the American people. If the people
aren’t confident, the economy is going
to contract and there isn’t anything
anybody can do much about it. People
make judgments about their future,
about buying a house, buying a car,
buying other things—making decisions
about their life that affect the econ-
omy. They make decisions based on
their view of what will happen in the
future. If they are optimistic, they de-
cide one thing. They may buy a new
home, a second car, or a vacation
home. They may make a decision to
buy new clothing. That confidence cre-
ates a wave of improvement in any
economy. That economy rests on a
mattress of consumer confidence, and
it always has.

When people are not confident about
the future, they delay decisions, post-
pone decisions, or simply decide they
will not make purchases. So they be-
have differently and they create a con-
traction in the economy. That is the
important thing for all of us to under-
stand. This is all about confidence,
about the American people’s perception
about the future and their confidence
in the future.

I want to talk for a few more mo-
ments about this tax cut. When we do
a tax cut, as I indicated, it ought to be
stimulative and fair. Let me talk about
this issue of ‘‘the top 1 percent’’ be-
cause there has been so much discus-
sion about that. I open my mail and
people write to me, and some support
this and some support that; it is all
over the mark. As some journalists
write, some of my colleagues call it
‘‘class warfare’’ and so on.

Let me describe the 1-percent issue.
The top 1 percent have done very well,
far better than anybody else in the
country. That is good for them. When
you add up the individual income taxes
and the payroll taxes paid by the

American individual taxpayers, it is
about a trillion dollars in individual
income taxes and about $650 billion in
payroll taxes. The top 1 percent bear
about 21 percent of that burden. Presi-
dent Bush, in his proposal, says he
would like to give the top 1 percent
about 43 percent of the proposed tax
cut. I think that is unfair. When I raise
that and somebody says that is class
warfare, I say it is not about class war-
fare; it is about class favoritism. Why
have a tax policy that plays favorites,
that says: you pay 21 percent of the
total taxes, but you ought to get 43
percent of the tax cut? That is about
class favoritism. What I say is, let’s
take care of the 99 percent first, look
at their burden; let’s look at what they
have done, and their struggles. Then
we should evaluate what kind of a fair
tax cut can be helpful to working fami-
lies, which can reflect their tax bur-
den—yes, including the payroll tax be-
cause three quarters of the American
people pay a higher payroll tax than
they do in income taxes. That is very
important to understand. That is
where we get these differences in num-
bers.

I hear people get on the floor and say
these are fuzzy numbers and you are
jockeying around these numbers. Look,
there is only one set of truths, only
one. We know what the tax burden is
the American people bear, and we know
what the proposals are to relieve that
burden—and there will be more, I am
sure. The proposals that say the pay-
roll taxes people pay don’t count are
proposals that shortchange working
families who pay a significant amount
of payroll taxes and are told when it
comes to handing part of the surplus
back to them, their tax burden didn’t
count.

That is not fair. It is not class war-
fare to describe that as unfair. It is
class favoritism to decide the top 1 per-
cent should get nearly double what
they would normally deserve if we had
a proportional tax cut related to their
tax burden.

I know there are differences in how
we see the economy that probably re-
late to our attitudes about this. There
are people in this Chamber who firmly
believe the economy works based on
this so-called trickle down theory.
That is the notion that there are some
people who run this country who know
about allocation of capital, and they
are the ones who make the country go;
they are the ones who run the big busi-
nesses and they hire the people, and if
you give them something to work with,
it all trickles down to the bottom, and
everybody is better off.

I had an old farmer write me a letter
some years ago. He said: I’ve been read-
ing about this trickle down stuff for 20
years, and I ain’t even damp yet.

The old trickle down does not always
trickle down.

Others believe there is a percolate-up
theory of economics: The engine works
best when everybody has a little some-
thing with which to work, when Amer-

ican families have something with
which to work. After all, you can have
the best business in the world, but if
nobody has the income to buy your
product, your business ‘‘ain’t’’ going to
do very well.

Hubert Humphrey used to talk about
the trickle down theory. It is an old
story everybody has heard, I am sure.
He said: It’s sort of like when you give
a horse some hay and hope later the
sparrows will have something to eat. It
is kind of a description of believing
that somehow everybody will get some-
thing ultimately.

As we look at this tax issue, which I
think is going to be one of the signifi-
cant issues in Congress this year, we
ought to be pretty hardheaded on two
fronts: One, how do we do this in a way
that helps this economy because this
economy is in tougher shape than some
know; and No. 2, how do we provide a
tax cut that reflects the understanding
we now have a surplus and ought to
give some of it back in a way that also
saves some for debt reduction, but in a
way when we give it back it is fair to
all the families in this country, it is
fair to everybody.

There is an old song by Ray Charles
that has a lyric:

Them that gets is them that’s got, and I
ain’t got nothing lately.

That is an apt discussion, it seems to
me, of the way some people look at tax
cuts. When they are proposed, they say:
Gee, let’s take a look at the top; they
pay a lot of income tax. We will give
them a large tax cut and the rest we
will try to figure out. But we will
trickle down, and somehow if we give
enough at the top, it will trickle down
and everybody will be better off.

It seems to me when we talk about
taxes, we need to talk about the total
tax burden people face, which is in-
come taxes and payroll taxes, and give
a tax cut that reflects the burden for
working families. That is not the case
in the proposal that has come from the
President.

I think it is very unwise not to be
somewhat conservative, and I am,
frankly, surprised that those who call
themselves the most conservative
Members of Congress are often saying:
Look, we are not conservative on this;
what we want to do is provide a very
large tax cut, and we are going to do
that on surpluses that do not yet exist,
but surpluses we expect we will have in
6 years, 7 years, 8 years, 9 years, 10
years.

That is not very prudent, in my judg-
ment. It was an awful struggle to get
rid of these Federal budget deficits, but
they are gone. The last thing we want
to do is get put right back into the def-
icit ditch.

We have a lot of interests and a lot of
opinions about all of these things. I
come from a farm State, and the Pre-
siding Officer is from a farm State. I
mentioned other things we want to do:
provide a tax cut, pay down the debt,
and reach other priorities that are nec-
essary, such as improving our schools.
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I did not mention one that is most im-
portant to me, and that is doing what
is necessary to preserve a network of
family farmers in this country.

Again, there is a difference of opinion
about that. Some say if farmers are
worth saving, let the market system
save them. If the market system does
not provide a price that saves family
farmers, tough luck. So what, America
will get its food. Food comes from a
shelf, and it comes from inside a pack-
age. Farmers are like the little old
diner: They are kind of a nostalgic
thing, like the little old diner left be-
hind when the interstate came
through. It is fun to look back and see
that vacant diner and think of what
was, but we have an interstate now, we
don’t need to stop there.

That is how some feel. It is total non-
sense. Farmers produce more than
grain. They produce a community,
they produce a culture, they produce
something so valuable for this country,
and yet we are losing on this score.

We have a farm program that does
not work. We have family farmers
struggling to hang on by their finger-
tips because commodity prices have
collapsed. Our farmers put a couple
hundred bushels of grain in the truck
and drive to the elevator and the eleva-
tor operator says: This grain you pro-
duced doesn’t have much value. Almost
half the world is hungry, and probably
a quarter of the world is on a diet. We
have instability in places of hunger,
and our farmers are told: Your food
does not have value.

What a strange set of priorities. If
there is any one thing this country can
do to promote a better world and pro-
mote more stability in the world it is
take that which we produce in such
abundance—food—and move it to parts
of the world where it is needed for sur-
vival. What a wonderful thing for us to
do and do it in a way that gives those
who produce it a decent return.

We are able to do that with arms. It
is interesting, we are the largest arms
merchant in the world. The United
States is the largest arms merchant in
the world. We sell more weapons of war
than any other country. If we can do
that with armaments, we ought to be
able to do that with food.

Most of us in this Chamber have been
to refugee camps and places in the
world where people are dying. I held a
young girl who reached out of her bed.
I was the only one she had. I was only
going to be there a minute or two. She
was dying of hunger, malnutrition. I
can go anywhere in the world and see
this. It is happening every day.

My late friend Harry Chapin, who
was killed in 1981, used to say the rea-
son people dying from hunger is not a
front-page story is because the winds of
hunger blow every minute, every hour,
every day; 45,000 people; 45,000 people a
day, most of them children. It is not a
headline because it happens all the
time, and we produce food in such won-
derful quantity and are told it has no
value. We can do a lot better than that.

I did not mean to speak at length—I
will do so later—about agricultural
policy, but in terms of our priorities as
a country, as we think through all of
these issues—taxes, trade, reducing the
debt, and other priorities—and talk
about prescription drugs and Medicare,
about improving our schools and a
farm policy that works for family
farmers—all of these things represent
values. It is about values: Who are we,
what are we doing here, and what kind
of future do we want?

In conclusion, when I talk about the
economy, some say the economy is
what it is and what it will be; the mar-
ket system establishes the economy.
The market system is a wonderful allo-
cator of goods and services, but it is
not perfect. In some cases it is per-
verted. It needs a referee, a certain
structure. It needs rules and guide-
lines.

My thoughts are, our economy is
what we decide we want to make it. If
we want to make an economy in which
family farmers can make a decent liv-
ing, then that is the economy we can
have. Europe has it. Good for them. I
am not criticizing them. Good for
them. This economy is what we make
it. The tax policy is what we make it.

We need to think our way through
this. I do not intend to be partisan. We
have a new President. I like him. I
want to work with him, but I say to
him: You have given us a plan—that is
good—but it is not the only plan. It is
not the only idea. What we ought to do
is get the best of what everyone has to
offer. When people write to me and say
support the President, I say this is not
about the President, it is not about me;
it is about this country’s future: What
are the best ideas to ensure this coun-
try’s economic future? What are the
best ideas we can get from Republicans
and Democrats to ensure economic
growth and opportunity for all Ameri-
cans?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, let
me first thank the clerks who have
been kind enough to notify me I might
come over at this time. I am most ap-
preciative of that courtesy. I will try
to keep my remarks short. I recognize
it is Friday afternoon and Members are
anxious to be on their way.

f

THE ENERGY BILL

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The purpose of ad-
dressing my colleagues today is to talk
a little bit about the energy bill. As
most Members know, a bipartisan bill
was introduced by Senator BREAUX and
myself some time ago. It was a very

comprehensive energy bill. It covered
all aspects of renewables, alternatives,
conservation, and also went into what
we think is very important, and that is
the issue of supply because what we
have in this country—and it is cer-
tainly evident in California and mov-
ing out to New York and other areas—
is we have increased consumption. In
other words, we increased demand but
we have not increased the supply.

This particular bill attempts to not
only, in the sense of renewables, en-
courage alternatives and conservation,
but it addresses how we can go back to
our conventional sources of energy and
try to do a more efficient job of ensur-
ing that they, too, continue to con-
tribute to our needs.

That sounds simplistic in one sense,
but in another it should be recognized
we have not been able to build a new
coal-fired plant in the United States
since the mid-1990s. It is not that we do
not have the coal or the method of
transporting the coal; it is simply a
matter of permitting and the difficul-
ties associated with meeting air qual-
ity and the costs associated with the
particular type of construction re-
quired to meet the new emission stand-
ards.

We have not built a new nuclear
plant in this country in over 25 years.
Nobody in their right mind would even
approach the subject because of, first,
permitting, but probably even more
pertinent is the difficulty of what we
do with the high level radioactive
wastes. We have been working out in
Nevada for the last decade building a
repository that is still 6 to 8 years
away, even though it is basically com-
plete today. The permitting is taking
that long. It is at Yucca Mountain. We
have expended over $7 billion.

My point is simple. As we address our
conventional sources, we find we have
eliminated them for one reason or an-
other simply because we have not had
the conviction to overcome the objec-
tions by some groups that do not want
to see nuclear and they do not want to
see coal. It is pretty hard to identify
what their contribution is to the rec-
ognition that we are short of supply.

You can go on into hydro, which is
renewable, but nevertheless there are
those who propose to take down hydro
dams in our rivers. Out west, if you
take down the dams, you close the riv-
ers to navigation. Then where do you
put the tonnage that goes on the riv-
ers? You put it on the highways.

We have also seen a tremendous in-
crease in natural gas consumption be-
cause that is the one area that our
electric producing entities can permit.
Nevertheless, we have seen gas prices
go from $2.16 per thousand cubic feet
last year to somewhere in the area of
$5.40 or $8.40 or whatever—it has dou-
bled; it has tripled. The realization now
is we are pulling down our recoverable
gas reserves faster than we are finding
new ones.

I am not suggesting we don’t have
more gas in this country, but we have
pretty much identified natural gas
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as the preferred fuel. Now we are find-
ing ourselves faced with higher prices
associated with that.

I have kept oil for the last provision
in our dependence because I think it re-
flects on a little different portion of
energy. America moves on oil. We do
not move necessarily on natural gas.
Our industry depends on natural gas,
our power generating on natural gas,
our homes by natural gas, but you
don’t fly out of Washington, DC, on hot
air. You fly out on kerosene in your jet
airplane, your bus, your ship. Unfortu-
nately, we have little relief in sight
from the standpoint of our dependence
being replaced by any other tech-
nology.

We talk about fuel cells; we talk
about wind, solar panels. We have ex-
pended about $6 billion over the last 5
years developing alternative energy.
While that development has made some
progress, the unfortunate part is it
still only reflects about 4 percent of
our overall general mix in energy
sources.

What we have attempted to do in our
bill, Senator BREAUX and myself, is to
concentrate to a large degree on in-
creasing the supply by using tech-
nology to develop more efficiently,
more effectively, with smaller foot-
prints.

We have also had a bill that has been
introduced. I would classify this at
least initially as a partisan bill intro-
duced by my good friend Senator
BINGAMAN, with whom I share responsi-
bility on Energy, as chairman of the
committee—he is the ranking mem-
ber—and Senator DASCHLE. They intro-
duced a partisan bill. The rationale be-
hind many of our initiatives is similar.
In the area of tax initiatives, they are
nearly identical. Both have marginal
wells, energy efficiency, renewable, ac-
celerating depreciation, infrastructure,
other nontax provisions, electric reli-
ability, and Price Anderson issues that
address liability on nuclear plants, and
alternative fuels.

However, there are some significant
differences. I would like to point those
out at this time.

There is very little in this bill about
existing older coal-fired plants that
generate a significant portion of the
energy in this country in the form of
electricity.

There is nothing substantial for nu-
clear. I have indicated that nuclear en-
ergy provides about 20 percent of the
power in this Nation. It is clean. It has
no emissions.

As a consequence, more and more
utilities are looking at American nu-
clear. But clearly we have to address
the waste issue.

There is no expedited procedure in
the Democratic bill for hydro reli-
censing, which we think is a necessity,
because in the interest of safety and ef-
ficiency hydro dams need to be reli-
censed in an expeditious manner.

Lastly, they have not included open-
ing up ANWR—that small sliver of
Alaska that we believe has the poten-

tial to decrease, if you will, substan-
tially our dependence on imported oil.
It will not replace it. I want to make
sure everybody recognizes that. It is
not the answer to California’s energy
problem. It never was and never will
be. But it certainly is the answer to
California’s dependence on oil because
all the oil that is produced in Alaska is
consumed in California, or the State of
Washington. Oregon has no refineries.
So a portion of the oil from Washing-
ton’s and California’s refineries go to
Oregon.

My point is a simple one. As Alaska’s
oil production declines, California,
Washington, and Oregon will continue
to need oil.

The question is, Where are they
going to get the oil? They are going to
bring it in from overseas in foreign ves-
sels, maybe from the rain forests of Co-
lombia or other areas where there is no
environmental consideration given for
the development of the field, or com-
patibility of the environment, or com-
patibility of the landmass where they
develop oil, or for the technology that
we mandate in developing our own oil
fields.

My point is, you might not like oil
fields. Prudhoe Bay is the best in the
world, bar none. The combination of
the environmental oversight by the
Federal Government and the EPA and
the State of Alaska is second to none.
Any spill of an ounce or more has to be
reported. Any foreign substance—even
throwing out coffee from a cup—re-
quires reporting. That may sound out-
landish, but that is the rule. That is
the law, and that is the enforcement.

As we look at the decline in produc-
tion from Alaska and recognize where
it is going, and factoring in the reality
that our oil under the Jones Act, which
mandates that the carriage of goods be-
tween two American ports must be in
U.S. flag vessels that are crewed by
union members, that are in ships built
in U.S. yards, which provides jobs for
Americans as opposed to foreign ships
that are coming in that aren’t built to
U.S. standards and don’t have the same
requirements of Coast Guard inspec-
tions, and so forth.

There is a significant issue for Wash-
ington, Oregon, and California.

The merits of opening ANWR speak
for themselves. Can you do it safely?
Clearly we can. We have the experi-
ence. Is the area at risk? Well, those
who are opposed to it would have you
believe that ANWR is at risk. But they
do not point out the reality that
ANWR is the size of the State of South
Carolina. It is roughly 19 million acres.
In that 19 million acres, we have set
aside 8.5 million acres in the wilderness
in perpetuity and another 9 million
acres has been set aside in the refuge,
leaving up at the top for Congress and
only Congress to determine what is the
so-called 1002 area consisting of 1.5 mil-
lion acres.

That is what is at risk—1.5 million
acres out of 19 million acres. And in-
dustry says if oil is found there in the

range that it believes exist—some-
where between 5.6 billion barrels and 16
billion barrels—the footprint would be
about 1,000, or 2,000 acres.

That is about half the size of the Dul-
les International Airport, to give you
some idea of the magnitude.

Is that permissible? We think it is.
Do we have the technology? We think
we do.

If the oil is there in that abundance—
10 million barrels a day—it would equal
Prudhoe Bay. Prudhoe Bay has pro-
duced for 27 years about 20 to 25 per-
cent of the total crude oil produced in
the United States. Now it is beginning
to decline. It has, nevertheless, exceed-
ed its production prediction which was
10 billion barrels. It has produced over
13 billion barrels.

My point is that ANWR and that par-
ticular field that is believed to be there
would be the largest oil field found in
the world in the last 40 years. Some
people say it is only a 6-month supply.
That is assuming all the rest of the oil
production stops. It is a ridiculous ar-
gument. It is similar to us saying that
Alaska is going to withhold develop-
ment of ANWR, and therefore you are
not going to have a 6-month supply of
oil. It is a ridiculous argument. It
needs to be tossed aside. It is amazing
that the media believes it is going to
take 10 years to develop. It is not going
to be 10 years. We can develop that in
3 years. We already have an 800-mile
pipeline. It utilizes half the capacity.
We need an extension of about 26 miles
of pipeline, which takes us from the
field on State land on the edge of
ANWR, and we can begin to produce
oil.

The difficulty I have with the Demo-
cratic bill is ANWR is not in it. I think
as we look at trying to find relief, we
have to look at home, and we have to
recognize that we can do it safely. I
have already indicated prominent jus-
tification for that.

The other issue is what is going on
with the economy. The economy in this
country is in the dumps. How much of
it is the cost, if you will, of increased
energy? Look at Fortune 500 fourth-
quarter earnings. They all indicate
that they were substantially affected
by the increased costs of energy. It af-
fected their bottom line. It affected
their employment. It affected their in-
ventory.

Again, it is an economic factor, and
it is a significant one as we look at the
contribution that this could make in
our own economy. It is a significant
creator of jobs.

There are virtually thousands and
thousands of jobs associated with open-
ing up this oil field. We don’t make
pipe in Alaska. We don’t make valves.
We don’t have the welders. It is esti-
mated that about 750,000 jobs are asso-
ciated with this effort.

I want to make sure everybody un-
derstands the significance of what it
means to the economy.

Finally, the national security inter-
ests of this country: when do we com-
promise our national security? At what
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point do we become so dependent on oil
imports that we compromise that?

I was asked that question. I said,
well, remember in 1973 and 1974 when
we had the oil embargo. We had gas
lines around the block. People were in-
dignant, and they were blaming gov-
ernment. We said we will never ap-
proach 50-percent dependence.

So we created the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve with a 90-day supply. We
never reached that goal. We reached
about a 56-day supply. When we pulled
our oil out under the previous adminis-
tration—about 30 million barrels—we
suddenly found that we didn’t have the
refining capacity to refine the oil. We
had to replace what we were importing
by opening SPR.

My point is we have restrictions in
our energy situation. And it is not lim-
ited to supply. It is partially limited to
the capacity we have because we
haven’t built a new refinery in this
country in 25 years. We shut down
nearly 100 in the last decade.

Here we find ourselves in a situation
where we fought a war in 1991. We lost
147 lives. We had 437 Americans wound-
ed. How quickly we forget. Who was
that war against? It was against Iraq
and Saddam Hussein. We are now im-
porting nearly 700,000 barrels a day
from Iraq. Yet we have flown 234,000 in-
dividual sorties over Iraq enforcing the
no-fly zone. We have been very fortu-
nate. We have not lost any men or
women. But they are shot at, believe
me. It is a very dangerous situation.

So here we become dependent, if you
will, in a few years, to a degree, on oil
from an aggressor, a tyrant. It is kind
of interesting to proceed a little fur-
ther with this evaluation of our na-
tional security interests. Because, as
we look to Saddam Hussein, what we
do is we take his oil, we refine it, put
it in our airplanes and go bomb him.
Maybe it is not that simple, but I think
there is justification for at least that
kind of a premise being rationalized.

What does he do with the money he
gets? He pays his Republican Guards to
keep him alive. And then he develops a
missile capability, a delivery capa-
bility, a significant biological capa-
bility. And at whom does he aim it? At
one of our closest allies, Israel. I don’t
know what that does to your digestion,
Mr. President, but it bothers mine.

Is it in our country’s national secu-
rity interest to continue to depend
more and more on imported oil? I do
not think so. We can reduce that dra-
matically. Currently we are 56-percent
dependent on imported oil. If Congress
authorized the opening of ANWR to-
morrow, we would send a signal to
OPEC that we mean business about re-
ducing our dependence. That would
send a strong signal. I think they
would increase production and the
price would drop.

However, we cannot seem to come to
grips with this problem because of the
environmental opposition based on
emotion, not sound science, based on
membership, pressure on members, the

realization that the environmental
community needs a cause, the realiza-
tion the environmental community
will not address its responsibility to in-
crease supply, if you will.

Why is that increase necessary? We
are simply using more energy as we
know and learn how to conserve more.
We are an electronic society. We move
on e-mails. We move on computers. We
are expanding. The requirements asso-
ciated with our structural society—in-
cluding air-conditioning—suggest we
are going to continue to use more.

They say we can conserve our way
out. We can no more conserve our way
out than we can drill our way out. We
need all the sources of energy. We need
the technology. And a significant por-
tion, as far as oil is concerned, is
ANWR.

So that is why, as we look at the four
issues—safety, yes, it can be done safe-
ly; the effect on the economy; the na-
tional security; and, most of all, the
attitude of the people in Alaska—75
percent support it. We have Native peo-
ple, Eskimos who are here in Wash-
ington, calling on Members saying:
Hey, this is a personal issue. We live
there. We live in the village of
Kaktovik, which is in ANWR. We have
a school there. We have a radar site
there. There are 227 people who live
there. We have a right to life and dis-
position on our own land and a right of
expression.

So when the environmentalists say,
it is an untouched Serengeti, they are
misleading the public. Most of ANWR
is untouched and will always remain
untouched. But this little segment
where the people live is the area where
the oil would be drilled.

So we are disappointed with the
Democratic bill because it does not in-
clude ANWR.

I have a couple more things to say,
and then I will try to wind this up.

In the Democratic bill, in our opin-
ion, there are extremely broad research
and development authorizations on the
issue of climate change provisions
which might be dealt with better in a
separate entity. We are all concerned
about global warming and concerned
about climate change. But the idea of
drifting towards a Kyoto accord, I
think most Members have indicated by
that vote last year of 98–0 that the pro-
posal before the Senate was simply un-
acceptable. The reason is, it would
allow the developing nations to catch
up with the developed nations instead
of the developed nations using our
technology to assist the developing na-
tions in reducing their emissions.

Finally, the Democratic proposal has
an inconsistency in one sense. It does
not address, as I have indicated, look-
ing for oil at home; namely, ANWR,
even though the residents of my State
support it, but it does propose lease
sale 181 in the gulf right off Florida.
The Democratic proposal states that
we should take the lead in meeting the
energy needs using indigenous re-
sources.

What I am saying is the Democratic
proposal opposes ANWR, which the
State of Alaska clearly supports, but
wants to force lease sale 181, which
Florida opposes—the Governor of Flor-
ida and the people of Florida—which is
a bit of an inconsistency. Perhaps
there will be an explanation on it.

They want to shut ANWR perma-
nently, but, by the same token, they
want to accelerate the export of Alas-
kan natural gas. That is kind of an in-
teresting comparison because there is a
difference of how we propose to develop
Alaska’s gas. They propose a section 29
tax incentive for production of natural
gas from Alaska.

It is interesting to reflect on what
section 29 means. Section 29 is designed
as an incentive for development of un-
conventional sources of energy, not
conventional sources.

What am I talking about? For exam-
ple, overlaying Prudhoe Bay, we have
what we call the West Sack Field. It is
larger than Prudhoe Bay, but the oil is
immersed in the sands, and the sands
are in permafrost, and the technology
of recovery is simply not in existence.
The oil is there.

So in our bill we have a proposed sub-
sidy for developing that technology.
We have, in our bill, under section 9, an
incentive for developing biomass tech-
nology, coalbed methane technology.
But surprisingly enough—and I do not
mean to kick a gift horse in the mouth
or the teeth or the behind or wherever
—they propose this section 29 in Alas-
ka’s potential natural gas develop-
ment.

Under our proposal, the Alaska nat-
ural gas project would not be available
for any type of section 29 subsidy.
There is a reason for that. In our case,
the gas has been found. We found 36
trillion cubic feet of gas associated
with oil development in Prudhoe Bay.
The geologists will not even get a rec-
ognition for finding a gas well. The em-
phasis was on an oil well.

So we found this gas. We discovered
it. Furthermore, we have produced it.
We produced it by pulling it out and re-
injecting it into the oil wells to get
greater recovery. So the gas is still
there. But to suggest that Exxon, Brit-
ish Petroleum, and Phillips are looking
for an incentive—a tax incentive under
section 29—I do not mean to speak out
of school, but we are just amazed they
would include a subsidy to big oil for a
project that is already proven, already
found. The technology is available. All
we need is the transportation to get it
out.

So, once again, we see Members of
Congress trying to determine what is
in the best interests of Alaska without
talking to Alaskans or understanding
our point of view or giving us the cour-
tesy.

Finally, for the record, we have had
long debates on this issue of whether or
not we could open ANWR safely. We
have had long debates on the issue of
our national security interests, of the
numbers of lives we have lost over oil.
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I remember Mark Hatfield, a very

senior Member of this body, from the
State of Oregon, saying: I would vote
for ANWR any day in the world if it
meant not sending another American
soldier overseas to fight a war in a for-
eign country over oil.

Well, the final word—and this is from
Representative RALPH HALL, a Demo-
crat from Texas, who said Tuesday in a
speech before the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce—and I quote:

I would drill in a cemetery if it kept my
grandkids out of body bags.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
f

RESTORING A NATIONAL COMMIT-
MENT TO MISSILE DEFENSE

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, in his re-
cent address to Congress, President
George W. Bush made it clear that, un-
like his immediate predecessor, he
strongly endorses the deployment of an
effective missile defense system capa-
ble of protecting the United States, its
allies and its forward deployed forces
from the growing threat of missile at-
tack. As someone who has long viewed
the deployment of missile defense as an
urgent national priority, I look for-
ward to working with President Bush
to achieve this vital national security
goal for America.

March 23 marks the 18th anniversary
of President Ronald Reagan’s historic
speech announcing his determination
to see America build a defense against
ballistic missiles. It is gratifying to
know that Reagan’s vision remains
alive today. As Reagan said in 1983:

What if free people could live secure in the
knowledge that their security did not rest
upon the threat of instant U.S. retaliation to
deter a Soviet attack, that we could inter-
cept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles
before they reached our own soil or that of
our allies?

I know this is a formidable technical task,
one that may not be accomplished before the
end of this century. . . . It will take years,
probably decades of effort on many fronts.
There will be failures and setbacks, just as
there will be successes and breakthroughs
. . . as we pursue a program to begin to
achieve our ultimate goal of eliminating the
threat posed by strategic nuclear missiles.

Now, 18 years later, at the dawn of
the new century, a renewed Presi-
dential focus on missile defense is ap-
propriate and necessary. The threat
posed by ballistic missiles and weapons
of mass destruction is very real and
growing. And as we have seen over
time, the technology to begin to meet
this threat is available, if we will make
the effort to aggressively develop it.
Today, President Bush promises to do
just that.

Unfortunately, the Clinton adminis-
tration squandered most of the last 8
years, failing to build a proper founda-
tion for the kind of robust missile de-
fense development and deployment
which the growing threat demands.
Wedded to the outdated 1972 ABM Trea-
ty, to the superstitions of arms control
and to greatly reduced defense budgets,
Clinton was consistently hostile to the

deployment of effective missile de-
fense. Here is a quick year-by-year re-
view of some of the highlights of the
Clinton administration’s dismal record
on missile defense.

1993: cut $2.5 billion from the Bush
missile defense budget request for fis-
cal year 1994; halted all cooperation
with Russia on a joint global missile
defense program; terminated the
Reagan-Bush Strategic Defense Initia-
tive program; downgraded National
Missile Defense to a research and de-
velopment program only; cut 5-year
missile defense funding by 54 percent
from $39 billion to $18 billion; re-
affirmed commitment to ABM Treaty,
saying any defense must be ‘‘treaty-
compliant.’’

1994: State Department official called
the ABM treaty ‘‘sacred text,’’ saying
‘‘arms control has more to offer our na-
tional security than do more weapons
systems. We look first to arms control
and second . . . to defenses;’’ declared
Theater High Altitude Area Defense
(THAAD) non-treaty compliant; placed
self-imposed limits on THAAD testing
to keep it ‘‘treaty-compliant.’’

1995: Placed self-imposed limits on
Navy Upper Tier system to keep it
‘‘treaty compliant;’’ politicized Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate (NIE) to
downplay growing missile threat; ve-
toed Defense Authorization bill requir-
ing missile defense deployment by 2003.

1996: Cut funding and slowed develop-
ment of THAAD and Navy Theater-
Wide systems, in defiance of the law—
the Defense Authorization bill—requir-
ing accelerated development; an-
nounced fraudulent ‘‘3-plus-3’’ program
for national missile defense: three
years to develop, plus three years to
deploy. (Later changed to ‘‘5 plus 3,’’
then ‘‘7 plus 3,’’ then dropped the ‘‘plus
3’’); reaffirmed ABM Treaty as the
‘‘cornerstone of strategic stability;’’
opposed and helped kill legislation
calling for NMD deployment by 2003.

1997: signed ABM Treaty agreements
with Russia which, if ratified by the
Senate, would: (1) reaffirm the validity
of the ABM Treaty banning effective
national missile defense; (2) sharply
limit the effectiveness of theater de-
fense systems; and (3) ban space-based
missile defenses.

Clinton never submitted these for
ratification, knowing they would fail
to get the needed 67 votes for ratifica-
tion.

1998: opposed and helped kill legisla-
tion calling for NMD deployment ‘‘as
soon as technologically possible;’’ dis-
puted the Rumsfield Commission’s as-
sessment of the growing missile threat,
arguing that there was no need to ac-
celerate missile defense deployment;
on August 24, Joint Chiefs Chairman
Henry Shelton wrote to me affirming
his assurance that U.S. intelligence
would detect at least three years’
warning of any new rogue state ICBM
threat; on August 31, one week later,
North Korea surprised U.S. intelligence
by testing a three-stage Taepo-Dong I
missile with intercontinental range,

demonstrating critical staging tech-
nology and rudimentary ICBM capa-
bility.

1999: delayed by at least two years
the Space Based Infrared System
(SBIRS) satellites designed to detect
and track missile launches necessary
to coordinate with any effective na-
tional missile defense system; emas-
culated the Missile Defense Act of
1999—passed by veto-proof majorities in
both houses—calling for deployment
‘‘as soon as technologically possible.’’
In signing the bill into law, Clinton
outrageously interpreted it to mean
that no deployment decision had been
made and that therefore he would
make no change in his go-slow missile
defense policy.

2000: cut funding for the Airborne
Laser (ABL) program by 52 percent
over 5-year period, but the cuts were
later reversed by Congress; allowed
Russia to veto U.S. missile defense
plans by making NMD dependent on
Russia’s agreement to modify the ABM
Treaty, but Russia would never agree;
postponed the administration’s long-
awaited NMD deployment decision
from June to September and then de-
cided to defer any decision indefinitely
to the next administration, insuring
that the entire eight years of the Clin-
ton presidency would pass without a
commitment to deploy national missile
defense.

The net result of this abysmal record
is that America continues to remain
completely vulnerable to missile at-
tack, despite growing threats. In the 8
years of the Clinton administration,
there was never a commitment to de-
ploy national missile defense. Instead,
there was a misguided ideological dedi-
cation to preserving the ABM Treaty,
whose very purpose was to prohibit ef-
fective missile defense. In essence, the
Clinton vision was exactly opposite of
the Reagan vision.

Today, the threat grows. Prolifera-
tion of missile and weapons technology
around the world proceeds at an accel-
erated pace. Under Clinton, weapons
inspectors were kicked out of Iraq;
Russia greatly increased its military
assistance to China; China was caught
stealing U.S. nuclear secrets; U.S. com-
panies were given a green light to help
improve the accuracy and reliability of
China’s nuclear missiles; China trans-
ferred missile and weapons technology
to North Korea, Iran, Iraq and others;
China threatened to absorb Taiwan;
and China threatened to attack the
United States with nuclear missiles.

The Rumsfeld Commission deter-
mined that new ICBM threats could
emerge in the future ‘‘with little or no
warning.’’ The Cox Commission deter-
mined that Clinton covered up or pre-
sided over some of the most serious se-
curity breaches in U.S. history, affect-
ing critical national secrets about vir-
tually every weapon in our nuclear ar-
senal and numerous military-related
high technologies.

The case for missile defense is more
compelling today than it has ever been.
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With a new President determined to set
a new course, or rather to set us back
to the course first articulated by Presi-
dent Reagan, there is reason for hope
and optimism.

I urge President Bush to move quick-
ly in forging a national commitment to
the deployment of a robust global mis-
sile defense system capable of defend-
ing all 50 States, our allies and our for-
ward deployed troops around the world.
We should appropriate the necessary
budgets. We should exploit all options
and technologies. We should seriously
consider an initial deployment at sea,
using our proven Aegis ships and com-
plementing it with important ground
and spaced based systems.

In consultation with our allies, and
while maintaining our nuclear deter-
rent, we should break free of the con-
straints of the outdated ABM Treaty
and begin to fashion a security regime
based, as Reagan said, on our ability
‘‘to save lives rather to avenge them.’’
This is the legacy America deserves,
consistent with Reagan’s vision of
courage, morality and security—a vi-
sion I know is shared by President
George W. Bush.

f

SCORECARD OF HATRED

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, in just the
last few weeks, two California high
schools a few miles apart, suffered the
same terrible fate when troubled stu-
dents opened fire on both classmates
and teachers. These remind of us of the
many acts of gun violence committed
by young people in American schools
since the attack at Columbine High
School almost 2 years ago. In last
week’s Time magazine, an article
called ‘‘Scorecard of Hatred,’’ lists in
detail the many varied plans of copycat
attacks since Columbine, including
those planned by teenagers who,
thankfully, failed in their attempts.
Each of the more than 20 different at-
tempts by young people to ‘‘pull a Col-
umbine,’’ the phrase that some teen-
agers now use to describe these acts of
violence, is disturbing in its own right.
As a whole, these acts are beginning to
become an epidemic.

I often wonder why these acts of
school violence are so uniquely Amer-
ican. The warning signs most com-
monly associated with teens who en-
gage in school shootings—disturbing
patterns of behavior, depression, in-
creased fascination with violence,
sometimes inappropriate living condi-
tions—are no doubt experienced by
teens in other countries. Yet, even
though the gun shots at Columbine
were witnessed by teens across the
world, teens in other countries are not
routinely committing terrible acts of
school violence.

Last May, on the 1-year anniversary
of the Columbine shootings, there was
one act of copycat violence in Ottawa
in the province of Ontario, Canada. Ac-
cording to an article in the Ottawa Cit-
izen, a 15-year-old boy, who was teased
mercilessly by his classmates, became

obsessed with the Columbine school
massacre and the violent perpetrators
of the tragic event. He posted pictures
of the young men in his lockers and
began counting down the days until the
anniversary. But when the moment
came, and the young boy in Canada at-
tempted to carry out his copycat
crime, instead of brandishing an arse-
nal of firearms, he brandished a kitch-
en knife. Instead of 15 dead and count-
less more injured, 5 people were
stabbed, none with any life-threatening
injuries.

In Littleton, CO and Ottawa, Canada,
the circumstances were similar, but
the outcomes were substantially dif-
ferent. It seems that the one crucial
difference in this and other such
incidences is not religion or music, en-
tertainment, or peer influence, it is ac-
cess to guns. In most of these school
shootings in the United States, our
young people have relatively easy ac-
cess to guns. Here are some of the ex-
amples used in the Time magazine arti-
cle: two 8th graders in California were
found with a military-sniper rifle, a
handgun, and 1500 rounds of ammuni-
tion; a 15-year-old in Georgia gained
access his stepfather’s rifle; a 7th grad-
er from Oklahoma took his father’s
semiautomatic handgun; a 6-year-old
in Michigan discovered a semiauto-
matic handgun; a 17-year-old in Cali-
fornia amassed an arsenal of 15 guns as
well as knives and ammunition; a 13-
year-old in Florida picked up a semi-
automatic handgun.

Mr. President, the lists goes on and
on. We must do something to limit our
youth’s easy access to guns and end the
epidemic of gun violence in our Na-
tion’s schools and community places.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD the Time
magazine article, Scorecard of Hatred.

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

[From Time magazine, Mar. 19, 2001]
SCORECARD OF HATRED

(By Amanda Bowen)
MAY 13, 1999—FOILED

Port Huron, Mich.

Their plan, police said, was to outdo Col-
umbine perpetrators Eric Harris and Dylan
Klebold by arming themselves, forcing the
principal of Holland Woods Middle School to
call an assembly and then killing teachers,
classmates and themselves. Jedaiah (David)
Zinzo and Justin Schnepp, both 14, made a
list of 154 targets, stole a building plan from
the school custodian’s office and plotted to
use one gun to steal more. Classmates
caught wind of the plot and reported it to
the assistant principal. Zinzo and Schnepp
were sentenced to four years’ probation.

MAY 19, 1999—FOILED

Anaheim, Calif.

When police searched the homes of two
eighth-graders at South Junior High, they
found two bombs, bombmaking materials, a
military-surplus rifle, a Ruger Blackhawk
.45-cal. handgun, 1,500 rounds of ammunition
and Nazi paraphernalia. They were tipped off
by a student who heard that the boys, whose
names were not released, were threatening
to blow up the school.

MAY 20, 1999

Conyers, Ga.
Thomas Solomon Jr., 15, aimed low with

his stepfather’s .22 rifle and wounded six fel-
low students at Heritage High School.

Warning Signs.—Solomon told classmates
he would ‘‘blow up this classroom’’ and had
no reason to live. He was being treated for
depression and was teased by a popular
sports player whom Solomon believed was
the object of his girlfriend’s affections.

AUG. 24, 1999—FOILED

Northeast Florida
Two teenagers were charged with con-

spiracy to commit second-degree murder
after a teacher saw drawings, one of which
depicted a bloody knife, a shotgun and an as-
sault weapon. The teens allegedly described
themselves as Satan worshippers and
claimed they were planning to leave a dead-
lier trail than the one at Columbine. Charges
were dropped for lack of evidence, and the
boys were released from house arrest.

OCT. 28, 1999—FOILED

Cleveland, Ohio
Adam Gruber, 14, and John Borowski, Ben-

jamin Balducci and Andy Napier, all 15, were
white students planning a rampage at their
mostly black school. It was to end, one of
the boys’ friends said, in a suicidal shoot-out
with police, with one survivor to ‘‘bask in
the glory.’’ Officials were tipped off to the
plot by another student’s mother.

OCT. 24, 2000

Glendale, Ariz.
Sean Botkin dressed in camouflage, went

to his old school, entered a math class and
with a 9-mm handgun held hostage 32 former
classmates and a teacher, police say. After
an hour, the 14-year-old was persuaded to
surrender.

WARNING SIGNS.—Botkin said in a tele-
vision interview last month that he was
picked on, hated school, had a troubled fam-
ily life and couldn’t recall ever being truly
happy. ‘‘Using a gun would get the attention
more than just walking into school and say-
ing, ‘I need help’ or something,’’ he said.

JAN. 10, 2001

Oxnard, Calif.
Richard Lopez, 17, had a history of mental

illness, and police apparently believe he
‘‘had his mind made up to be killed by a po-
lice officer’’ when he marched onto the
grounds of his old school, Hueneme High,
took a girl hostage and held a gun to her
head. Within five minutes of SWAT officers’
arriving, he was shot dead. Lopez’s sister
said her brother had wanted to commit sui-
cide, but his Catholic faith forbade it.

WARNING SIGNS.—Family members said
Lopez had been in and out of juvenile facili-
ties and attempted suicide three times. ‘‘He
needed help, and I cried out for it,’’ his
grandmother said.

JAN. 29, 2001—FOILED

Cupertino, Calif.
The Columbine gunmen were ‘‘the only

thing that’s real,’’ according to De Anza Col-
lege sophomore Al Joseph DeGuzman, 19. He
allegedly planned to attack the school with
guns and explosive devices. The day before,
however, he apparently photographed him-
self with his arsenal and took the film for de-
veloping. The drugstore clerk alerted police.

FEB. 5, 2001—FOILED

Hoyt, Kans.
Police were alerted to Richard B. Bradley

Jr., 18, Jason L. Moss, 17, and James R.
Lopez, 16, by an anonymous hot-line tip. A
search of their homes revealed bombmaking
material, school floor plans, a rifle, ammuni-
tion and white supremacist drawings, police
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said. They also reportedly found three black
trench coats similar to those worn by the
Columbine gunmen.

FEB. 7, 2001—FOILED

Fort Collins, Colo.
Just 66 miles from Littleton, Chad

Meiniger, 15, and Alexander Vukodinovich
and Scott Parent, both 14, were allegedly
hatching an elaborate plan to ‘‘redo Col-
umbine.’’ Police were tipped off by two fe-
male classmates of the boys, who said they
had overheard them plotting. Officers say
they found a weapons cache, ammunition
and sketches of the school.

NOV. 19, 1999

Deming, N.M.
Victor Cordova Jr., 12, fired one shot into

the lobby of Deming Middle School and hit
Araceli Tena, 13, in the back of the head. She
died the next day.

WARNING SIGNS.—Cordova reportedly
boasted the day before the shooting that he
would ‘‘make history blasting this school,’’
but no adults were told. Since losing his
mother to cancer, Cordova was reportedly
suicidal.

DEC. 6, 1999

Fort Gibson, Okla.
Seventh-grader Seth Trickey was a reli-

gious, straight-A student. But then, police
say, he came to school, stood under a tree,
pulled out his father’s 9-mm semiautomatic
handgun and fired at least 15 rounds into a
group of classmates. Four were wounded.

WARNING SIGNS.—A juvenile court heard
that Trickey was receiving psychological
counseling and was deeply influenced by the
Columbine shootings. Psychologists said he
was obsessed by the military, in particular
General George S. Patton, and the shootings
may have been Trickey’s way of proving he
could hold his own in battle.

FEB. 29, 2000

Mount Morris Township, Mich.
A six-year-old boy, whose identity has not

been released, left the crack house where he
lived and went to school at Theo J. Buell El-
ementary. He called out to fellow first-grad-
er Kayla Rolland, left, ‘‘I don’t like you!’’
‘‘So?’’ she said. The boy swung around and
shot her with the loaded .32 semiautomatic
handgun he had taken from home. Kayla
died soon afterward.

WARNING SIGNS.—The boy was report-
edly made to stay after school nearly every
day for violent behavior, attacking other
children and cursing. His hellish home life—
mother a drug addict, father in prison—had
been the subject of complaints to police, but
there was no response. On the day of the
shooting, another student reported the boy
was carrying a knife. It was confiscated, but
he was not searched for other weapons.

MAY 18, 2000—FOILED

Millbrae, Calif.
A 17-year-old senior at Mills High school,

whose name has not been released, was ar-
rested after another student reported being
threatened with a gun. Police said they
found an arsenal of 15 guns and rifles, knives
and ammunition at the boy’s home, all ap-
parently belonging to his father. In the eight
months before his arrest, the boy had alleg-
edly threatened seven other friends with
guns and bragged he was going to ‘‘do a Col-
umbine’’ at school. The victims said they
were too scared to report the threats.

MAY 26, 2000

Lake Worth, Fla.
Nathaniel Brazill, 13, was sent home for

throwing water balloons. Police say he re-
turned with a .25-cal. semiautomatic hand-
gun, went into an English class and shot and
killed teacher Barry Grunow, 35.

WARNING SIGNS.—Brazill had apparently
shown others the gun and talked about hit
lists. In his bedroom, police say they found a
letter he had written saying, ‘‘I think I
might commit suicide.’’

FEB. 11, 2001—FOILED

Palm Harbor, Fla.

Scott McClain, a 14-year-old eighth-grader,
reportedly wrote a detailed e-mail to at least
one friend describing his plans to make a
bomb and possibly target a specific teacher
at Palm Harbor Middle School. The friend’s
mother alerted sheriff’s deputies, who said
they found a partly assembled bomb in
McClain’s bedroom that would have had a
‘‘kill radius’’ of 15 ft.

FEB. 14, 2001—FOILED

Elmira, N.Y.

Jeremy Getman, an 18-year-old senior,
passed a disturbing note to a friend, who
alerted authorities. A police officer found
Getman in Southside High School’s cafe-
teria, reportedly with a .22-cal. Ruger semi-
automatic and a duffel bag containing 18
bombs and a sawed-off shotgun. An addi-
tional eight bombs were allegedly found in
his home.

MARCH 5, 2001

Santee, Calif.

Charles Andrew Williams, 15, allegedly
opened fire from a bathroom at Santana
High, killing two and wounding 13.

WARNING SIGNS.—Williams was bullied,
a pot smoker, trying to fit in. He told at
least a dozen people, including one adult
that there would be a shoot-out. When he
later said he was joking, they believed him.

MARCH 7, 2001

Williamsport, Pa.

Elizabeth Catherine Bush, 14, was threat-
ened and teased mercilessly at her old school
in Jersey Shore and transferred last spring
to Bishop Neumann, a small Roman Catholic
school. There she allegedly took her father’s
revolver into the cafeteria and shot Kim-
berly Marchese in the shoulder.

WARNING SIGNS.—Bush was reportedly
still being teased and was depressed. As she
fired the gun, she allegedly said, ‘‘No one
thought I would go through with this.’’ It is
unclear whether she had told anyone of her
intentions.

MARCH 7, 2001—FOILED

Twentynine Palms, Calif.

Cori Aragon, left, with her mother, was one
of 16 students at Monument High School in
the Mojave Desert to discover that their
names were allegedly on the hit list of two
17-year-old boys arrested on suspicion of con-
spiracy to commit murder and civil rights
violations. Tipped off by a female student
who overheard the boys’ plans, police said
they found a rifle in one home, the list in the
other. The boys’ names were not released.
This was the most serious case to follow the
Santee shootings. But 14 other California
children were either arrested or under obser-
vation for making threats. Around the U.S.,
dozens more copycat threats were reported.

f

OFFERING OF AMENDMENTS TO
SENATE RULES

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President,
pursuant to the Senate Rules, I am giv-
ing notice that I plan to offer amend-
ments to the Senate rules that would
(a) require Senators to report allega-
tions of corruption to the Select Com-
mittee on Ethics, and (b) make the
Senate rules applicable to an indi-
vidual after he or she is officially and

legally certified as the winner of the
Senate election in his or her state.

f

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Thursday,
March 22, 2001, the Federal debt stood
at $5,732,049,780,656.46, Five trillion,
seven hundred thirty-two billion, forty-
nine million, seven hundred eighty
thousand, six hundred fifty-six dollars
and forty-six cents.

One year ago, March 22, 2000, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,727,734,000,000, Five
trillion, seven hundred twenty-seven
billion, seven hundred thirty-four mil-
lion.

Five years ago, March 22, 1996, the
Federal debt stood at $5,062,405,000,000,
Five trillion, sixty-two billion, four
hundred five million.

Ten years ago, March 22, 1991, the
Federal debt stood at $3,449,090,000,000,
Three trillion, four hundred forty-nine
billion, ninety million.

Twenty-five years ago, March 22,
1976, the Federal debt stood at
$599,264,000,000, Five hundred ninety-
nine billion, two hundred sixty-four
million, which reflects a debt increase
of more than $5 trillion—
$5,132,785,780,656.46, Five trillion, one
hundred thirty-two billion, seven hun-
dred eighty-five million, seven hundred
eighty thousand, six hundred fifty-six
dollars and forty-six cents, during the
past 25 years.

f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENT

SCHOOL VIOLENCE

∑ Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, to-
morrow, March 24, is the third anniver-
sary of the tragic episode of school vio-
lence which occurred at Westside Mid-
dle School in Jonesboro, AR. I want
the families and friends of Natalie
Brooks, Paige Ann Herring, Stephanie
Johnson, Brittheny Varner, and Shan-
non Wright to know that I will never
forget their terrible loss and that my
heart continues to ache for and with
them. They are, and will continue to
be, in my thoughts and prayers as I
proceed with my efforts to make our
schools the safe havens of learning that
they should and must be.∑

f

HONORING GODFREY ‘‘BUDGE’’
SPERLING

∑ Mr. LIEBERMAN. I rise today to
congratulate Godfrey ‘‘Budge’’
Sperling, a man who has spent the last
35 years satisfying the appetites of re-
porters hungry for both a good meal
and a good story. On more than 3,100
mornings, Budge has invited members
of the Washington press corps to join
him for breakfast and conversation
with political news makers. He has
hosted everyone from Members of Con-
gress to presidential nominees to sit-
ting presidents, as well as luminaries
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such as the Dalai Lama. Along the
way, the Sperling Breakfasts have be-
come more than an informal gathering
of journalists and news makers, they
have become a prominent part of Wash-
ington’s political culture. In fact, they
have become a brand name.

Today, I would like to take a few mo-
ments to pay tribute to this institution
by sharing with my colleagues a little
bit about its founder. Budge Sperling
was born in Long Beach, California, in
1915, but grew up in Urbana, Illinois. In
1937 he graduated from the University
of Illinois with a degree in Journalism.
He continued his studies at the Univer-
sity of Oklahoma, receiving a law de-
gree in 1940.

In 1946, after serving for five years in
the United States Air Force during
World War II, Budge joined the staff of
the Christian Science Monitor, work-
ing his way through a variety of na-
tional bureaus until he and his break-
fast became a brand name. Throughout
a career that has spanned over 50 years,
Budge has served as Chief of the Mon-
itor’s Midwest Bureau, New York Bu-
reau, and Washington Bureau. He cur-
rently serves as the Monitor’s Senior
Washington Columnist.

The Sperling breakfasts began, iron-
ically, over lunch. On February 8, 1966,
Budge decided to invite some of his col-
leagues to join him for a midday meal
at the National Press Club with
Charles H. Percy, the eventual senator
from Illinois, whom he had met on the
campaign trail. After the successful
meeting, Budge was urged by his fellow
reporters to host another gathering.
Budge invited New York Mayor John
Lindsay, but was unable to book a
room at the National Press Club for
lunch. He decided to have the meeting
over breakfast instead, and a tradition
was born.

Since that time, the Sperling Break-
fast, or ‘‘Breakfast with Godfrey,’’ as it
has been known, has served as the
source of many news stories. One of the
most well-known breakfasts occurred
when Budge invited Senator Robert F.
Kennedy to speak the day after the
New Hampshire primary in 1968. While
Kennedy was addressing the assembled
reporters, news of the Tet offensive in
Vietnam broke and Kennedy, who had
repeatedly denied presidential aspira-
tions, struggled visibly to reconcile
this new information with his denials.
As Budge recently recalled that morn-
ing he said, ‘‘we felt we’d seen history
in the making.’’

This is only one example of the many
memorable breakfasts Budge has
hosted. And while not every one of the
thousands of breakfasts has resulted in
headlines the following day, one thing
is certain: Budge has his finger on the
pulse of who and what are making news
in Washington.

At the beginning of each and every
Sperling Breakfast, Budge begins by
announcing. ‘‘The only ground rule
here is that we’re on the record.’’ With
that one rule in mind, I am pleased to
stand here today and state in the

RECORD my congratulations and appre-
ciation to Godfrey ‘‘Budge’’ Sperling
for all he has done to help inform the
American people about their govern-
ment.∑

f

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEE

The following executive reports of
committee were submitted:

By Mr. HELMS for the Committeee on For-
eign Relations.

Marc Isaiah Grossman, of Virginia, a Ca-
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service,
Class of Career Minister, to be an Under Sec-
retary of State (Political Affairs).

Richard Lee Armitage, of Virginia, to be
Deputy Secretary of State.

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that
they be confirmed subject to the nomi-
nees’ commitment to respond to re-
quests to appear and testify before any
duly constituted committee of the Sen-
ate.)

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself and
Mr. FEINGOLD):

S. 603. A bill to provide for full voting rep-
resentation in the Congress for the citizens
of the District of Columbia to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that
individuals who are residents of the District
of Columbia shall be exempt from Federal in-
come taxation until such full voting rep-
resentation takes effect, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself, Mr.
KENNEDY, and Mr. WARNER):

S. 604. A bill to amend title III of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to provide for digital education partner-
ships; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mrs. HUTCHISON:
S. 605. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to encourage a strong com-
munity-based banking system; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Mr. AL-
LARD, and Mr. CRAIG):

S. 606. A bill to provide additional author-
ity to the Office of Ombudsman of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself and Mr.
GRAMM):

S. 607. A bill to amend the National Hous-
ing Act to require partial rebates of FHA
mortgage insurance premiums to certain
mortgagors upon payment of their FHA-in-
sured mortgages; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 136

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 136, a bill to amend the Omnibus
Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988
to extend trade negotiating and trade
agreement implementing authority.

S. 145

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 145, a bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, to increase to par-
ity with other surviving spouses the
basic annuity that is provided under
the uniformed services Survivor Ben-
efit Plan for surviving spouses who are
at least 62 years of age, and for other
purposes.

S. 225

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
ALLEN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
225, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide incentives
to public elementary and secondary
school teachers by providing a tax
credit for teaching expenses, profes-
sional development expenses, and stu-
dent education loans.

S. 258

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. CHAFEE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 258, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide for
coverage under the medicare program
of annual screening pap smear and
screening pelvic exams.

S. 277

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from Washington
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 277, a bill to amend the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to provide
for an increase in the Federal min-
imum wage.

S. 291

At the request of Mr. THOMPSON, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 291, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a de-
duction for State and local sales taxes
in lieu of State and local income taxes
and to allow the State and local in-
come tax deduction against the alter-
native minimum tax.

S. 413

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name
of the Senator from Vermont (Mr.
LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor of S.
413, a bill to amend part F of title X of
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to improve and
refocus civic education, and for other
purposes.

S. 452

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. JEFFORDS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 452, a bill to amend title XVIII
of the Social Security Act to ensure
that the Secretary of Health and
Human Services provides appropriate
guidance to physicians, providers of
services, and ambulance providers that
are attempting to properly submit
claims under the medicare program to
ensure that the Secretary does not tar-
get inadvertent billing errors.
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S. 549

At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 549, a bill to ensure the
availability of spectrum to amateur
radio operators.

S. 596

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 596, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide tax incentives to encourage the
production and use of efficient energy
sources, and for other purposes.

S. 597

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 597, a bill to provide for a
comprehensive and balanced national
energy policy.

S. CON. RES. 17

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 17, a concurrent
resolution expressing the sense of Con-
gress that there should continue to be
parity between the adjustments in the
compensation of members of the uni-
formed services and the adjustments in
the compensation of civilian employees
of the United States.

S. RES. 63
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the

name of the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 63, a resolution com-
memorating and acknowledging the
dedication and sacrifice made by the
men and women who have lost their
lives while serving as law enforcement
officers.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself
and Mr. FEINGOLD):

S. 603. A bill to provide for full voting
representation in the Congress for the
citizens of the District of Columbia to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to provide that individuals who are
residents of the District of Columbia
shall be exempt from Federal income
taxation until such full voting rep-
resentation takes effect, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise today to join with my colleague
Senator RUSS FEINGOLD and with my
longtime friend Congresswoman ELEA-
NOR HOLMES NORTON in the House of
Representatives, in sending the mes-
sage that, as the United States Su-
preme Court has said, ‘‘No right is
more precious in a free country than
that of having a voice in the election of
those who make the laws under which,
as good citizens, we must live.’’ Here
we are, in the year 2001—225 years after
the birth of our nation—and the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia, de-

spite paying their full freight of federal
taxes, are still deprived of this funda-
mental right. The bill we introduce
today, the ‘‘No Taxation Without Rep-
resentation Act of 2001,’’ drawing on
the famous cry of the Boston Tea
Party, is a reminder that full represen-
tation is a building block of the cov-
enant of our democracy, a birthright of
every American citizen.

The voting problems in the 2000 Pres-
idential election make the symbolism
of this bill even more powerful. Not
since the civil rights struggle of the
early 1960’s have we been so keenly
aware of the importance of a vote. All
taxpaying citizens of the United
States, except the residents of Wash-
ington, D.C., can vote for representa-
tives to advocate for and protect the
interests of their constituents in both
the House and Senate. As American
citizens, we do not regard this oppor-
tunity as a privilege; we regard it as a
right. Many Americans are not aware
and, I believe, would be shocked to
know that the residents of the District
of Columbia have no such right. Al-
though they regularly elect ‘‘shadow’’
Senators and a ‘‘shadow’’ Representa-
tive, these people are not recognized as
members of Congress. The sole voice in
Congress for D.C. is Delegate ELEANOR
HOLMES NORTON in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Now I have known Congresswoman
NORTON for many years, and I know her
to be able and persistent. The residents
of Washington, D.C. are lucky to have
such a strong and talented advocate on
their side. But as a delegate, she has
the right to vote only in committee;
she does not have the right to vote on
the congressional floor. So unlike
every other American, Washingtonians
have no congressional representatives
to call who can vote for or against
pending legislation that may become
the law of the land, their land.

Ever since the American Revolution,
the power to tax and the right to vote
have been inextricably linked. D.C.
residents pay federal taxes, but have no
vote in Congress. I am introducing this
bill today in order to condemn this un-
fair situation. If enacted, this bill
would exempt D.C. residents from pay-
ing federal income tax so long as they
are not fully represented on Capitol
Hill. There is a rationale for such an
exemption from tax. Residents of
United States territories such as Puer-
to Rico, Guam, and the United States
Virgin Islands which, like D.C., have
delegate representation in Congress are
not required to pay any federal income
tax. But let me be clear. My goal in
sponsoring this legislation is not to
provide a windfall to the people of
Washington, D.C. Allowing the resi-
dents of D.C. to live tax-free will not
solve this problem. This bill is a mat-
ter of principle, not tax policy. And the
principle is the right to full enfran-
chisement.

As our nation’s capital, Washington,
D.C. belongs to each and every Amer-
ican. We should all take pride in this

beautiful city and show its citizens the
respect they deserve. That is why I
have long supported legislation pro-
viding much-needed financial and po-
litical empowerment for D.C. I was an
original cosponsor of the D.C. Eco-
nomic Recovery Act of 1997, which
would have offered tax incentives for
people to live and invest in here in D.C.
We succeeded in getting two provisions
of that bill enacted, a tax credit for
first-time home-buyers and elimi-
nation of capital gains tax for eco-
nomic development investments in
D.C. I was also an original cosponsor of
legislation to grant D.C. statehood
both times it was introduced. And it is
because I still believe that the people
of Washington, D.C. deserve full par-
ticipation in our democracy that I am
sponsoring the No Taxation Without
Representation Act of 2001 today.

My hope is that by introducing this
bill, we can bring national attention to
the injustice that the residents of
Washington, D.C. have for too long en-
dured. I hope it will help rally the nec-
essary support here in Congress to
grant D.C. full congressional voting
rights. All American citizens deserve
the right to elect representatives to
speak and to vote on their behalf in
Congress. It is time that the American
citizens living within the borders of
Washington, D.C. are given their due. I
urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this legislation, and ask unani-
mous consent that the text of the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 603
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

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

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘No Taxation
Without Representation Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds as follows:
(1) The residents of the District of Colum-

bia are the only Americans who pay Federal
income taxes but are denied voting represen-
tation in the House of Representatives and
the Senate.

(2) The principle of one person, one vote re-
quires that residents who have met every
element of American citizenship should have
every benefit of American citizenship, in-
cluding voting representation in the House
and the Senate.

(3) The residents of the District of Colum-
bia are twice denied equal representation,
because they do not have voting representa-
tion as other taxpaying Americans do and
are nevertheless required to pay Federal in-
come taxes unlike the Americans who live in
the territories.

(4) Despite the denial of voting representa-
tion, Americans in the Nation’s capital are
second among the residents of all States in
per capita income taxes paid to the Federal
Government.

(5) Unequal voting representation in our
representative democracy is inconsistent
with the founding principles of the Nation
and the strongly held principles of the Amer-
ican people today.
SEC. 3. REPRESENTATION IN CONGRESS FOR DIS-

TRICT OF COLUMBIA.
Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, the community of American citizens
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who are residents of the District consti-
tuting the seat of government of the United
States shall have full voting representation
in the Congress.
SEC. 4. EXEMPTION FROM TAX FOR INDIVIDUALS

WHO ARE RESIDENTS OF THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part III of subchapter B
of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (relating to items specifically excluded
from gross income) is amended by inserting
after section 138 the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 138A. RESIDENTS OF THE DISTRICT OF CO-

LUMBIA.
‘‘(a) EXEMPTION FOR RESIDENTS DURING

YEARS WITHOUT FULL VOTING REPRESENTA-
TION IN CONGRESS.—This section shall apply
with respect to any taxable year during
which residents of the District of Columbia
are not represented in the House of Rep-
resentatives and Senate by individuals who
are elected by the voters of the District and
who have the same voting rights in the
House of Representatives and Senate as
Members who represent States.

‘‘(b) RESIDENTS FOR ENTIRE TAXABLE
YEAR.—An individual who is a bona fide resi-
dent of the District of Columbia during the
entire taxable year shall be exempt from
taxation under this chapter for such taxable
year.

‘‘(c) TAXABLE YEAR OF CHANGE OF RESI-
DENCE FROM DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-
vidual who has been a bona fide resident of
the District of Columbia for a period of at
least 2 years before the date on which such
individual changes his residence from the
District of Columbia, income which is attrib-
utable to that part of such period of District
of Columbia residence before such date shall
not be included in gross income and shall be
exempt from taxation under this chapter.

‘‘(2) DEDUCTIONS, ETC. ALLOCABLE TO EX-
CLUDED AMOUNTS NOT ALLOWABLE.—An indi-
vidual shall not be allowed—

‘‘(A) as a deduction from gross income any
deductions (other than the deduction under
section 151, relating to personal exemptions),
or

‘‘(B) any credit,
properly allocable or chargeable against
amounts excluded from gross income under
this subsection.

‘‘(d) DETERMINATION OF RESIDENCY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, the determination of whether an indi-
vidual is a bona fide resident of the District
of Columbia shall be made under regulations
prescribed by the Secretary.

‘‘(2) INDIVIDUALS REGISTERED TO VOTE IN
OTHER JURISDICTIONS.—No individual may be
treated as a bona fide resident of the District
of Columbia for purposes of this section with
respect to a taxable year if at any time dur-
ing the year the individual is registered to
vote in any other jurisdiction.’’.

(b) NO WAGE WITHHOLDING.—Paragraph (8)
of section 3401(a) of such Code is amended by
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(E) for services for an employer per-
formed by an employee if it is reasonable to
believe that during the entire calendar year
the employee will be a bona fide resident of
the District of Columbia unless section 138A
is not in effect throughout such calendar
year; or’’.

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part III of subchapter B of chap-
ter 1 of such Code is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 138 the fol-
lowing new item:

‘‘Sec. 138A. Residents of the District of Co-
lumbia.’’

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply to taxable years be-

ginning after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(2) WITHHOLDING.—The amendment made
by subsection (b) shall apply to remunera-
tion paid after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself,
Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. WAR-
NER):

S. 604. A bill to amend title III or the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 to provide for digital edu-
cation partnerships; to the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, today
I am proud to introduce the Ready To
Learn, Ready To Teach Act. I am
pleased to be joined by my colleagues,
Senators KENNEDY and WARNER.

In 1992, Senator KENNEDY and I intro-
duced the Ready To Learn Television
Act. The premise was to utilize the
time children spend watching tele-
vision to prepare them for the first
year of school. Data told us that nearly
every preschool child in America was
watching up to 30 hours of television
per week. While there were some edu-
cational television shows, there was
not a consistent effort to provide truly
meaningful programming.

Ready to Learn was signed by Presi-
dent Bush in October, 1992. The new
law supported the coordination of ex-
isting Public Broadcasting shows like
Sesame Street and Mister Rogers’
Neighborhood. By 1994, more local pub-
lic television stations began airing a
consistent block of preschool edu-
cational programs and PBS began de-
veloping supplemental materials to
help parents prepare their children for
school.

Today, new research from the Uni-
versity of Alabama and the University
of Kansas tells us that Ready to Learn
is having a positive impact on children
and their parents. The University of
Alabama study found that Ready to
Learn families read books together
more often and for longer periods than
non participants. And—this is a fact
that surprises many—Ready to Learn
children watch 40 percent less tele-
vision and are more likely to choose
educational programs when they do
watch.

Using the best research tested infor-
mation available, Ready To Learn sup-
ports the development of educational,
commercial-free television shows for
young children. Between the Lions, is
the first television series to offer edu-
cationally valid reading instruction
which has been endorsed by the profes-
sional organizations that represent li-
brarians, teachers and school prin-
cipals. Its partners also include: the
Center for the Book at the Library of
Congress; the National Center for Fam-
ily Literacy; the National Coalition for
Literacy and the Home Instruction
Program for Preschool Youngsters.
This broad-based support is unprece-
dented for a children’s television show.
It is well deserved affirmation of the
Ready to Learn mission.

A recent study from the University
of Kansas showed that children who
watched Between the Lions a few hours
per week, increased their knowledge of
letter-sound correspondence by 64 per-
cent compared to a 25 percent increase
by those who did not watch it. Con-
tinuing research suggests that class-
room, teacher led use of the video and
online resources will be beneficial to
kindergarten and first grade students
and is desired by teachers.

Thirty seven million children have
played to, sung with, and learned from
Ready To Learn Television shows. The
parents and other care givers of more
than 6 million children have partici-
pated in the local workshops and other
services provided by 133 public broad-
casting stations.

In my state, the Mississippi Edu-
cational Television Network Ready to
Learn director, Cassandra Washington
Love, has received high praise for the
effective assistance she provides to
families. One grandfather said, ‘‘It
made my grandchildren happy to know
that they could get free books. My wife
and I were also happy because we were
not able to buy them any books.
Thanks to that TV station.’’

The second element of the Ready To
Learn, Ready To Teach Act concerns
teacher professional development.
MATHLINE is a proven professional de-
velopment model for teachers of math-
ematics. In 1994, Congress authorized
the ‘‘Telecommunications Demonstra-
tion Project for Mathematics,’’ which
has supported a project called
MATHLINE.

MATHLINE is a blend of technology
and teacher ‘‘best practices.’’
MATHLINE demonstrations estab-
lished some of the first internet-like
online communications between teach-
ers. The flexibility of video tape allows
MATHLINE participants to adjust
training schedules and cut out the ex-
pense and time of travel.

This bill graduates MATHLINE to
TeacherLine, a more comprehensive
professional development tool for
teachers of preschool through twelfth
grade. TeacherLine will also support
state of the art, digitally produced con-
tent for classroom use.

Digital broadcasting will dramati-
cally increase the services local public
broadcasting stations can offer schools.
One of the most exciting is the ability
to broadcast multiple video channels
and data information simultaneously.
This will make possible for instruc-
tional materials to be distributed on
full time, continuous channels, on de-
mand, when teachers and students need
it.

In my opinion we should reauthorize
the programs that are successful mod-
els and lead to educational improve-
ment.

The Ready To Learn, Ready To
Teach Act takes the best of edu-
cational technology programming; im-
proves those proven to work, and
places renewed confidence in one of
education’s most trusted and success-
ful partners.
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I hope Senators will support this im-

portant education legislation.
I ask unanimous consent that the

text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

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

S. 604
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

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

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Ready to
Learn, Ready to Teach Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. REVISION OF PART C OF TITLE III.

Part C of title III of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
6921 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘PART C—READY-TO-LEARN DIGITAL
TELEVISION

‘‘SEC. 3301. FINDINGS.
‘‘Congress makes the following findings:
‘‘(1) In 1994, Congress and the Department

collaborated to make a long-term, meaning-
ful and public investment in the principle
that high quality preschool television pro-
gramming will help children be ready to
learn by the time the children entered first
grade.

‘‘(2) The Ready to Learn Television Pro-
gram through the Public Broadcasting Serv-
ice (PBS) and local public television stations
has proven to be an extremely cost-effective
national response to improving early child-
hood cognitive development and helping par-
ents, caregivers, and professional child care
providers learn how to use television as a
means to help children learn and develop so-
cial skills and values.

‘‘(3) Independent research shows that par-
ents who participate in Ready to Learn
workshops are more selective of the pro-
grams that they choose for their children,
limit the number of hours of television view-
ing of their children, and use the television
programs as a catalyst for learning.

‘‘(4) The Ready to Learn (RTL) Television
Program is supporting and creating commer-
cial-free broadcast programs for young chil-
dren that are of the highest possible edu-
cational quality.

‘‘(5) Through the Nation’s 350 local public
television stations, these programs and other
programming elements reach tens of mil-
lions of children, their parents, and care-
givers without regard to their economic cir-
cumstances, location, or access to cable.
Public television is a partner with Federal
policy to make television an instrument of
preschool children’s education and early de-
velopment.

‘‘(6) The Ready to Learn Television Pro-
gram supports thousands of local workshops
organized and run by local public television
stations, child care service providers, Head
Start Centers, Even Start family literacy
centers and schools. These workshops have
trained 630,587 parents and professionals
who, in turn, serve and support over 6,312,000
children across the Nation.

‘‘(7) The Ready to Learn Television Pro-
gram has published and distributed a peri-
odic magazine entitled ‘PBS Families’ that
contains developmentally appropriate mate-
rial to strengthen reading skills and enhance
family literacy.

‘‘(8) Ready to Learn Television stations
also have distributed millions of age-appro-
priate books in their communities. Each sta-
tion receives a minimum of 300 books each
month for free local distribution. Some sta-
tions are now distributing more than 1,000
books per month. Nationwide, more than
653,494 books have been distributed in low-in-

come and disadvantaged neighborhoods free
of charge.

‘‘(9) Demand for Ready To Learn Tele-
vision Program outreach and training has in-
creased from 10 Public Broadcasting Service
stations to 133 stations in 5 years. This
growth has put a strain on available re-
sources resulting in an inability to meet the
demand for the service and to reach all the
children who would benefit from the service.

‘‘(10) Federal policy played a crucial role in
the evolution of analog television by funding
the television program entitled ‘Sesame
Street’ in the 1960’s. Federal policy should
continue to play an equally crucial role for
children in the digital television age.
‘‘SEC. 3302. READY-TO-LEARN.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized to award grants to eligible entities de-
scribed in section 3303(b) to develop, produce,
and distribute educational and instructional
video programming for preschool and ele-
mentary school children and their parents in
order to facilitate the achievement of the
National Education Goals.

‘‘(b) AVAILABILITY.—In making such
grants, the Secretary shall ensure that eligi-
ble entities make programming widely avail-
able, with support materials as appropriate,
to young children, their parents, child care
workers, and Head Start providers to in-
crease the effective use of such program-
ming.
‘‘SEC. 3303. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMMING.

‘‘(a) AWARDS.—The Secretary shall award
grants under section 3302 to eligible entities
to—

‘‘(1) facilitate the development directly, or
through contracts with producers of children
and family educational television program-
ming, of—

‘‘(A) educational programming for pre-
school and elementary school children; and

‘‘(B) accompanying support materials and
services that promote the effective use of
such programming;

‘‘(2) facilitate the development of program-
ming and digital content especially designed
for nationwide distribution over public tele-
vision stations’ digital broadcasting chan-
nels and the Internet, containing Ready to
Learn-based children’s programming and re-
sources for parents and caregivers; and

‘‘(3) enable eligible entities to contract
with entities (such as public telecommuni-
cations entities) so that programs developed
under this section are disseminated and dis-
tributed—

(A) to the widest possible audience appro-
priate to be served by the programming; and

(B) by the most appropriate distribution
technologies.

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—To be eligible to
receive a grant under subsection (a), an enti-
ty shall be—

‘‘(1) a public telecommunications entity
that is able to demonstrate a capacity for
the development and national distribution of
educational and instructional television pro-
gramming of high quality for preschool and
elementary school children;

‘‘(2) able to demonstrate a capacity to con-
tract with the producers of children’s tele-
vision programming for the purpose of devel-
oping educational television programming of
high quality for preschool and elementary
school children; and

‘‘(3) able to demonstrate a capacity to lo-
calize programming and materials to meet
specific State and local needs and provide
educational outreach at the local level.

‘‘(c) CULTURAL EXPERIENCES.—Program-
ming developed under this section shall re-
flect the recognition of rural/urban cultural
and ethnic diversity of the Nation’s children
and the needs of both boys and girls in pre-
paring young children for success in school.

‘‘SEC. 3304. DUTIES OF SECRETARY.
‘‘The Secretary is authorized—
‘‘(1) to award grants to eligible entities de-

scribed in section 3303(b), local public tele-
vision stations, or such public television sta-
tions that are part of a consortium with 1 or
more State educational agencies, local edu-
cational agencies, local schools, institutions
of higher education, or community-based or-
ganizations of demonstrated effectiveness,
for the purpose of—

‘‘(A) addressing the learning needs of
young children in limited English proficient
households, and developing appropriate edu-
cational and television programming to fos-
ter the school readiness of such children;

‘‘(B) developing programming and support
materials to increase family literacy skills
among parents to assist parents in teaching
their children and utilizing educational tele-
vision programming to promote school readi-
ness; and

‘‘(C) identifying, supporting, and enhanc-
ing the effective use and outreach of innova-
tive programs that promote school readiness;

‘‘(D) developing and disseminating edu-
cation and training materials, including—

‘‘(i) interactive programs and programs
adaptable to distance learning technologies
that are designed to enhance knowledge of
children’s social and cognitive skill develop-
ment and positive adult-child interactions;

‘‘(ii) teacher training and professional de-
velopment to ensure qualified caregivers;
and

‘‘(iii) support materials to promote the ef-
fective use of materials developed under sub-
paragraph (B) among parents, Head Start
providers, in-home and center-based daycare
providers, early childhood development per-
sonnel, elementary school teachers, public
libraries, and after-school program personnel
caring for preschool and elementary school
children; and

‘‘(E) distributing books to low-income indi-
viduals to leverage high-quality television
programming;

‘‘(2) to establish within the Department a
clearinghouse to compile and provide infor-
mation, referrals, and model program mate-
rials and programming obtained or developed
under this part to parents, child care pro-
viders, and other appropriate individuals or
entities to assist such individuals and enti-
ties in accessing programs and projects
under this part; and

‘‘(3) to coordinate activities assisted under
this part with the Secretary of Health and
Human Services in order to—

‘‘(A) maximize the utilization of quality
educational programming by preschool and
elementary school children, and make such
programming widely available to federally
funded programs serving such populations;
and

‘‘(B) provide information to recipients of
funds under Federal programs that have
major training components for early child-
hood development, including programs under
the Head Start Act and Even Start, and
State training activities funded under the
Child Care Development Block Grant Act of
1990, regarding the availability and utiliza-
tion of materials developed under paragraph
(1)(D) to enhance parent and child care pro-
vider skills in early childhood development
and education.
‘‘SEC. 3305. APPLICATIONS.

‘‘Each entity desiring a grant under sec-
tion 3302 or 3304 shall submit an application
to the Secretary at such time, in such man-
ner, and accompanied by such information as
the Secretary may reasonably require.
‘‘SEC. 3306. REPORTS AND EVALUATION.

‘‘(a) ANNUAL REPORT TO SECRETARY.—An
eligible entity receiving funds under section
3302 shall prepare and submit to the Sec-
retary an annual report which contains such
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information as the Secretary may require.
At a minimum, the report shall describe the
program activities undertaken with funds re-
ceived under section 3302, including—

‘‘(1) the programming that has been devel-
oped directly or indirectly by the eligible en-
tity, and the target population of the pro-
grams developed;

‘‘(2) the support materials that have been
developed to accompany the programming,
and the method by which such materials are
distributed to consumers and users of the
programming;

‘‘(3) the means by which programming de-
veloped under this section has been distrib-
uted, including the distance learning tech-
nologies that have been utilized to make pro-
gramming available and the geographic dis-
tribution achieved through such tech-
nologies; and

‘‘(4) the initiatives undertaken by the eli-
gible entity to develop public-private part-
nerships to secure non-Federal support for
the development, distribution, and broadcast
of educational and instructional program-
ming.

‘‘(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary
shall prepare and submit to the relevant
committees of Congress a biannual report
which includes—

‘‘(1) a summary of activities assisted under
section 3303(a); and

‘‘(2) a description of the training materials
made available under section 3304(1)(D), the
manner in which outreach has been con-
ducted to inform parents and child care pro-
viders of the availability of such materials,
and the manner in which such materials
have been distributed in accordance with
such section.
‘‘SEC. 3307. ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.

‘‘With respect to the implementation of
section 3303, eligible entities receiving a
grant from the Secretary may use not more
than 5 percent of the amounts received under
such section for the normal and customary
expenses of administering the grant.
‘‘SEC. 3308. DEFINITION.

‘‘For the purposes of this part, the term
‘distance learning’ means the transmission
of educational or instructional programming
to geographically dispersed individuals and
groups via telecommunications.
‘‘SEC. 3309. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to

be appropriated to carry out this part,
$50,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and such sums
as may be necessary for each of the 5 suc-
ceeding fiscal years.

‘‘(b) FUNDING RULE.—Not less than 60 per-
cent of the amounts appropriated under sub-
section (a) for each fiscal year shall be used
to carry out section 3303.’’.
SEC. 3. REVISION OF PART D OF TITLE III.

Part D of title III of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
6951 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘PART D—THE TEACHERLINE PROGRAM
‘‘SEC. 3401. FINDINGS.

‘‘Congress makes the following findings:
‘‘(1) Since 1995, the Telecommunications

Demonstration Project for Mathematics (as
established under this part pursuant to the
Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994) (in
this section referred to as ‘MATHLINE’) has
allowed the Public Broadcasting Service to
pioneer and refine a new model of teacher
professional development for kindergarten
through grade 12 teachers. MATHLINE uses
video modeling of standards-based lessons,
combined with professionally facilitated on-
line learning communities of teachers, to
help mathematics teachers from elementary
school through secondary school adopt and
implement standards-based practices in their

classrooms. This approach allows teachers to
update their skills on their own schedules
through video, while providing online inter-
action with peers and master teachers to re-
inforce that learning. This integrated, self-
paced approach breaks down the isolation of
classroom teaching while making standards-
based best practices available to all partici-
pants.

‘‘(2) MATHLINE was developed specifically
to disseminate the first national voluntary
standards for teaching and learning as devel-
oped by the National Council of Teachers of
Mathematics (NCTM). During 3 years of ac-
tual deployment, more than 5,800 teachers
have participated for at least a full year in
the demonstration. These teachers, in turn,
have taught more than 1,500,000 students cu-
mulatively.

‘‘(3) Independent evaluations indicate that
teaching improves and students benefit as a
result of the MATHLINE program.

‘‘(4) The MATHLINE program is ready to
be expanded to reach many more teachers in
more subject areas under the broader title of
Teacherline. The Teacherline Program will
link the digitized public broadcasting infra-
structure with education networks by work-
ing with the program’s digital membership,
and Federal and State agencies, to expand
and build upon the successful MATHLINE
model and take advantage of greatly ex-
panded access to the Internet and technology
in schools, including digital television. Tens
of thousands of teachers will have access to
the Teacherline Program to advance their
teaching skills and their ability to integrate
technology into teaching and learning. The
Teacherline Program also will leverage the
Public Broadcasting Service’s historic rela-
tionships with higher education to improve
preservice teacher training.

‘‘(5) The congressionally appointed Web-
based Education Commission recently issued
a comprehensive report on Internet learning
that called for powerful new Internet re-
sources, especially broadband access, to be
made widely and equitably available and af-
fordable for all learners.

‘‘(6) The Web-based Education Commission
also called for continuous and relevant train-
ing and support for educators and adminis-
trators at all levels.

‘‘(7) The National Research Council re-
cently issued a report entitled ‘Adding It Up:
Helping Children Learn Mathematics’ that
concluded that professional development in
mathematics needs to be sustained over
years in order to be effective.

‘‘(8) Furthermore, the Glenn Commission,
appointed by the Secretary of Education to
consider ways of improving preparation and
professional growth for mathematics and
science teachers concluded that teacher
training ‘depends upon sustained, high-qual-
ity professional development’. The Commis-
sion recommended the establishment of an
ongoing system to improve the quality of
mathematics and science teaching in grades
K–12.

‘‘(9) Over the past several years tremen-
dous progress has been made in wiring class-
rooms, equipping the classrooms with multi-
media computers, and connecting the class-
rooms to the Internet.

‘‘(10) There is a great need for aggregating
high quality, curriculum-based digital con-
tent for teachers and students to easily ac-
cess and use in order to meet State and local
standards for student performance.

‘‘(11) The congressionally appointed Web-
based Education Commission called for the
development of high quality public-private
online educational content that meets the
highest standards of educational excellence.

‘‘(12) Most local public television stations
and State networks provide high-quality
video programs, and teacher professional de-

velopment, as a part of their mission to
serve local schools. Programs distributed by
public broadcast stations are used by more
classroom teachers than any other because
of their high quality and relevance to the
curriculum.

‘‘(13) Digital broadcasting can dramati-
cally increase and improve the types of serv-
ices public broadcasting stations can offer
kindergarten through grade 12 schools.

‘‘(14) Digital broadcasting can contribute
to the improvement of schools and student
performance as follows:

‘‘(A) Broadcast of multiple video channels
and data information simultaneously.

‘‘(B) Data can be transmitted along with
the video content enabling students to inter-
act, access additional information, commu-
nicate with featured experts, and contribute
their own knowledge to the subject.

‘‘(C) Both the video and data can be stored
on servers and made available on demand to
teachers and students.

‘‘(15) Interactive digital education content
will be an important component of Federal
support for States in setting high standards
and increasing student performance.
‘‘SEC. 3402. PROJECT AUTHORIZED.

‘‘(a) The Secretary is authorized to make
grants to a nonprofit telecommunications
entity, or partnership of such entities, for
the purpose of carrying out a national tele-
communications-based program to improve
teaching in core curriculum areas. The pro-
gram shall be designed to assist elementary
school and secondary school teachers in pre-
paring all students for achieving State and
local content standards in core curriculum
areas.

‘‘(b) The Secretary is also authorized to
award grants to eligible entities described in
section 3404(b) to develop, produce, and dis-
tribute innovative educational and instruc-
tional video programming that is designed
for use by kindergarten through grade 12
schools and based on State and local stand-
ards. In making the grants, the Secretary
shall ensure that eligible entities enter into
multiyear content development collabo-
rative arrangements with State educational
agencies, local educational agencies, institu-
tions of higher education, businesses, or
other agencies and organizations.
‘‘SEC. 3403. APPLICATION REQUIRED.

‘‘(a) Each nonprofit telecommunications
entity, or partnership of such entities, desir-
ing a grant under section 3402(a) shall submit
an application to the Secretary. Each such
application shall—

‘‘(1) demonstrate that the applicant will
use the public broadcasting infrastructure
and school digital networks, where available,
to deliver video and data in an integrated
service to train teachers in the use of stand-
ards-based curricula materials and learning
technologies;

‘‘(2) ensure that the project for which as-
sistance is sought will be conducted in co-
operation with appropriate State edu-
cational agencies, local educational agen-
cies, national, State or local nonprofit public
telecommunications entities, and national
education professional associations that
have developed content standards in the sub-
ject areas;

‘‘(3) ensure that a significant portion of the
benefits available for elementary schools and
secondary schools from the project for which
assistance is sought will be available to
schools of local educational agencies which
have a high percentage of children counted
for the purpose of part A of title I; and

‘‘(4) contain such additional assurances as
the Secretary may reasonably require.

‘‘(b) In approving applications under sec-
tion 3402(a), the Secretary shall ensure that
the program authorized by section 3402(a) is
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conducted at elementary school and sec-
ondary school sites across the Nation.

‘‘(c) Each eligible entity desiring a grant
under section 3402(b) shall submit an applica-
tion to the Secretary at such time, in such
manner, and accompanied by such informa-
tion as the Secretary may reasonably re-
quire.
‘‘SEC. 3404. REPORTS AND EVALUATION.

‘‘An eligible entity receiving funds under
section 3402(a) shall prepare and submit to
the Secretary an annual report which con-
tains such information as the Secretary may
require. At a minimum, the report shall de-
scribed the program activities undertaken
with funds received under section 3402(a), in-
cluding—

‘‘(1) the core curriculum areas for which
program activities have been undertaken and
the number of teachers using the program in
each core curriculum area; and

‘‘(2) the States in which teachers using the
program are located.
‘‘SEC. 3405. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMMING.

‘‘(a) AWARDS.—The Secretary shall award
grants under section 3402(b) to eligible enti-
ties to—

‘‘(1) facilitate the development of edu-
cational programming that shall—

‘‘(A) include student assessment tools to
give feedback on student performance;

‘‘(B) include built-in teacher utilization
and support components to ensure that
teachers understand and can easily use the
content of the programming with group in-
struction or for individual student use;

‘‘(C) be created for, or adaptable to, State
and local content standards; and

‘‘(D) be capable of distribution through
digital broadcasting and school digital net-
works.

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—To be eligible to
receive a grant under section 3402(b), an enti-
ty shall be a local public telecommuni-
cations entity as defined by section 397(12) of
the Communications Act of 1934 that is able
to demonstrate a capacity for the develop-
ment and distribution of educational and in-
structional television programming of high
quality.

‘‘(c) COMPETITIVE BASIS.—Grants under sec-
tion 3402(b) shall be awarded on a competi-
tive basis as determined by the Secretary.

‘‘(d) DURATION.—Each grant under section
3402(b) shall be awarded for a period of 3
years in order to allow time for the creation
of a substantial body of significant content.
‘‘SEC. 3406. MATCHING REQUIREMENT.

‘‘Each eligible entity desiring a grant
under section 3402(b) shall contribute to the
activities assisted under section 3402(b) non-
Federal matching funds equal to not less
than 100 percent of the amount of the grant.
Matching funds may include funds provided
for the transition to digital broadcasting, as
well as in-kind contributions.
‘‘SEC. 3407. ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.

‘‘With respect to the implementation of
section 3402(b), entities receiving a grant
from the Secretary may use not more than 5
percent of the amounts received under the
grant for the normal and customary ex-
penses of administering the grant.
‘‘SEC. 3408. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.
‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated

to carry out this part, $45,000,000 for the fis-
cal year 2002, and such sums as may be nec-
essary for each of the 5 succeeding fiscal
years. However, for any fiscal year in which
appropriations for section 3402 exceeds the
amount appropriated under such section for
the preceding fiscal year, the Secretary shall
only award the amount of such excess minus
at least $500,000 to applicants under section
3402(b).’’.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a
privilege to join Senator COCHRAN in

sponsoring the Ready to Learn, Ready
to Teach Act of 2001. I commend him
for his leadership in improving early
learning opportunities for children and
families, so that more children come to
school ready to learn.

In the early 1990s, Dr. Ernest Boyer,
the distinguished former leader of the
Carnegie Foundation, gave compelling
testimony to the Senate Labor Com-
mittee about the appallingly high num-
ber of children who enter school with-
out the skills to prepare them for
learning. Their lack of preparation pre-
sented enormous obstacles to their
ability to learn effectively in school,
and seriously impaired their long-term
achievement.

In response, Congress enacted the
Ready to Learn program in 1992, and 2
years later its promise was so great
that we extended it for five years. Be-
cause of the Department of Education
and the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting, the Ready to Learn initiative
became an innovative and effective
program. By linking the power of tele-
vision to the world of books, many
more children have been enabled to be-
come good readers much more quickly.

Many children who enter school
without the necessary basic skills are
soon placed in a remedial program,
which is costly for school systems. It is
even more costly, however, for the stu-
dents who face a bleaker future.

Today, by the time they enter school,
the average child will have watched
4,000 hours of television. That is rough-
ly the equivalent of 4 years of school.

For far too many youngsters, this is
wasted time—time consuming ‘‘empty
calories’’ for the brain. Instead, that
time could be spent reading, writing,
and learning. Through Ready to Learn
television programming, children can
obtain substantial educational benefits
that turn TV time into learning time.

As a result of Ready to Learn tele-
vision, millions of children and fami-
lies have access to high-quality tele-
vision produced by public television
stations across the country. Tens of
thousands of parents and child-care
providers have learned how to be better
role models, to reinforce learning, and
to be more active participants in chil-
dren’s learning from programs funded
through Ready to Learn.

For many low-income families, the
workshops, books, and television shows
funded through this program are a
vital factor in preparing children to
read. These programs help parents and
child-care providers teach children the
basics, preparing them to enter school
ready to learn and ready to succeed.

Ready to Learn provides 6.5 hours of
non-violent educational programming
a day. These hours include some of the
best programs available to children, in-
cluding Arthur, Barney & Friends, Mis-
ter Rogers’ Neighborhood, The Puzzle
Place, Reading Rainbow, and Sesame
Street.

A recent study by the University of
Alabama found that Ready to Learn
works. Parents who participate in

Ready to Learn workshops are more
critical consumers of television and
their children are more active viewers.
Children watch 40 percent less tele-
vision overall, and they watch more
education-oriented programming.
These parents did more hands-on ac-
tivities and read more minutes with
their children than non-attendees.
They read less for entertainment and
more for education. They took their
children to libraries and bookstores
more than non-attendees.

Ready to Learn extends beyond the
television screen. Thousands of work-
shops are offered by local television
stations, almost always in conjunction
with local child-care training agencies
or early childhood development profes-
sionals. These workshops have trained
more than 320,000 parents and profes-
sionals who serve and support over 4
million children across the country.

Ready to Learn has published and
distributed millions of copies of PBS
magazine, a quarterly which contains
developmentally appropriate games
and activities around Ready to Learn
programming, parenting advice, news,
and other information.

In partnership with PBS and other
programs, each station receives a min-
imum of 200 books each month for free
local distribution. More than 300,000
books are distributed each year.
Twelve of the 15 television programs
named ‘‘best for classroom use’’ by
teachers are PBS programs according
to a 1997 study by the Corporation for
Public Television.

In addition, Ready to Learn stations
have won 57 Emmys for their children’s
programming.

Many of the innovations under Ready
to Learn have come from local sta-
tions. WGBH in Boston is one of the
nation’s leaders in public broadcasting.
It created the Reading Rainbow, and
Where in the World is Carmen San
Diego, which are leaders in educational
programming across the country.

Last year, WGBH hosted 34 Ready to
Learn workshops in Massachusetts.
1,100 parents and 265 child-care pro-
viders and teachers attended. These
parents and providers in turn worked
with 3,400 children, who are now better
prepared to succeed in their schools.

WGBY of Springfield is the mainstay
of literacy services for Western Massa-
chusetts. This station trained 250 home
day-care providers, who serve 2,500
children. A video lending library
makes PBS materials available to
teachers to use in their classroom.

Workshop participants receive train-
ing on using children’s programs as the
starting point for educational activi-
ties. Participants receive free books.
For some, these are the only books
they have ever owned. They receive the
PBS Families magazine, in English or
Spanish, and they also receive the
broadcasting schedules. Each of these
resources builds on the learning that
begins with viewing the PBS programs.

Through partnerships with the Mas-
sachusetts Office of Child Care Services
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and community-based organizations
such as Head Start, Even Start, and
the Reach Out & Read Program at Bos-
ton Medical Center, Ready to Learn
trainers are reaching many low-income
families with media and literacy infor-
mation.

In Worcester, the Clark Street Devel-
opmental Learning School offers a
family literacy program that uses
Reading Rainbow or Arthur in every
session with families. In addition, the
school has now expanded its efforts to
create an adult literacy center in the
school. Many of the parents involved in
the Ready to Learn project now attend
the adult education program there.

Similar successes are happening
across the nation. Since 1994, the spon-
sors of Ready to Learn workshops have
given away 1.5 million books. Their
program has grown from 10 television
stations in 1994 to 130 television sta-
tions today. They have conducted over
8,500 workshops reaching 186,000 par-
ents and 146,000 child care providers,
who have in turn affected the lives of
over four million children.

The Ready to Learn, Ready to Teach
Act of 2001 that we are introducing
today will continue this high-quality
children’s television programming.
Equally important, it will take this
valuable service into the next century
through digital television, a powerful
resource for delivering additional in-
formation through television pro-
grams.

The Ready to Learn, Ready to Teach
Act will also increase the authoriza-
tion of funds for Ready to Learn pro-
grams from $30 million to $50 million a
year, enabling these programs to reach
even more families and children with
these needed services.

The Act also authorizes $20 million
for high-quality teacher professional
development. Building on the success
of the MathLine program, the bill will
expand the program to include mate-
rials for helping teachers to teach to
high state standards in core subject
areas.

Participating stations make the
teachers workshops available through
districts, schools, and even on the
teachers’ own television sets. In this
way, at their own pace, and in their
own time, teachers can review the ma-
terials, observe other teachers at work,
and reflect on their own practices.
They can consider ways to improve
their teaching, and make adjustments
to their own practices. Teachers will
also receive essential help in inte-
grating technology into their teaching.

Teachers themselves are very sup-
portive of the contribution that tele-
vision can make to their classrooms.
Eighty-eight percent of teachers sur-
veyed in 1997 by the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting said that quality
television used in the classroom helped
them be more creative, 92 percent said
that it helped them be more effective
in the classroom.

Again, I commend Senator COCHRAN
for his leadership, and I urge my col-

leagues to join us in support of this im-
portant legislation, so that many more
children can come to school ready to
learn.

By Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Mr.
ALLARD, and Mr. CRAIG):

S. 606. A bill to provide additional au-
thority to the Office of Ombudsman of
the Environmental Protection Agency;
to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Ombudsman Re-
authorization Act of 2001 in partner-
ship with the Senator from Colorado,
Senator ALLARD, and my colleague
from Idaho, Senator CRAIG.

We all expect our federal agencies to
operate professionally, efficiently, and
with the interests of the American peo-
ple at the forefront. To help ensure this
commitment, several officials are
charged with the responsibility of in-
ternally auditing and monitoring the
operations and expenses of agency and
department programs. These individ-
uals are sometimes known as ‘‘watch-
dogs’’ for their role in alerting the pub-
lic and Congress to questionable activi-
ties.

Within the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency’s, EPA, Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response,
OSWER, this duty is held by the Om-
budsman. The Ombudsman is ulti-
mately responsible for responding to
public inquiries into the activities of
OSWER and investigating those mat-
ters that warrant closer scrutiny.

Originally established in 1984, the
Ombudsman provides the public and
Congress with an added measure of
confidence that controversial waste
control and emergency response ac-
tions by the EPA are being properly
overseen and investigated where appro-
priate. Communities in Idaho, for their
part, have twice welcomed the Ombuds-
man and his staff to our state to look
into questionable decisions made by
the EPA under the Superfund statute.
In both cases, the Ombudsman has
made extraordinary efforts to keep the
public informed on the issues and a
part of the investigations. Each time,
the people of Idaho have shown collec-
tive relief that someone of the Om-
budsman’s stature and expertise has
become involved in cleanup decisions
in our state. In both cases, the Om-
budsman has demonstrated an ability
to understand the will of the commu-
nity and, despite strong agency resist-
ance, to point out policy decisions for
cleanups that were not justified or in
the public interest.

In 1988, the standing authority of the
Ombudsman expired, leaving the office
and investigations in a precarious posi-
tion. In essence, while the Ombudsman
endured as an ‘‘at will’’ employee of
the EPA, the Office’s independence and
authority have continuously been erod-
ed by the agency. Today, the Ombuds-
man must get approval for new inves-
tigation and budgetary needs from the
very people he and his staff must mon-

itor. With these restrictions on the
Ombudsman’s functions, the public has
become increasingly alarmed by the
loss of a true internal watch-dog of
EPA activities.

The Ombudsman Reauthorization
Act of 2001 would help restore public
confidence. First and foremost, it
would reestablish the statutory rec-
ognition of the Office of Ombudsman
within the OSWER function of the
EPA. Second, it would clarify the oper-
ational guidelines and authorities of
the Ombudsman to collect information
on matters requested by the public and
investigate questionable agency activi-
ties. Finally, the measure would create
a separate budget authority, free from
the possible influence of those that
may be subject to investigations.

This legislation is a careful balance
between the need to restore public con-
fidence in the independence of the Om-
budsman and the need to ensure discre-
tion and accountability in investiga-
tions conducted by the Ombudsman. I
invite the Administration to engage us
in an effort to recreate the Ombudsman
in the model originally envisioned by
Congress in the 1980s when the office
was established. Our work together
will help ensure the American people
that EPA OSWER programs are chosen
based on merits, functioning well, and
are conducted in the interests of the
public health and the environment.

I would like to take a moment to
congratulate my colleague, Senator
ALLARD, for his partnership in this ef-
fort. His leadership on this issue has
helped raise public and congressional
attention when few others recognized
the importance of this cause. I salute
him for his diligence in advancing this
debate, and I have welcomed the oppor-
tunity to work with him on this legis-
lation.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I rise
today to say a few words about an issue
of government accountability and pub-
lic safety. Today, my colleague from
Idaho, Senator CRAPO and I are intro-
ducing the Ombudsman Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2001. The bill’s goal is to re-
authorize the Ombudsman’s Office
within the Environmental Protection
Agency’s Office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response, (OSWER).

I’d like to keep my remarks brief,
but I want to share my reasoning and
interest in this issue. Last year, I in-
troduced similar legislation because of
an ongoing battle between the citizens
of a Denver neighborhood and the EPA
concerning the Shattuck Superfund
site. Only through the work of the Om-
budsman’s office, did the truth finally
become known.

The story surrounding the Shattuck
site in the Overland Park neighborhood
in southwest Denver and what the EPA
did to this community will have a last-
ing impact not only on the residents of
the Overland Park neighborhood, but
on each and every one of us who looks
to the EPA to be the guardian of our
nation’s environmental health and
safety. In 1997, after several years of
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EPA stonewalling, the residents of
Overland Park in Denver brought their
concerns about a Superfund site in
their neighborhood and their frustra-
tions with the EPA to my attention. I
learned that the neighborhood had run
into a wall of bureaucracy that was un-
responsive to the very public it is
charged with protecting and I re-
quested the Ombudsman’s interven-
tion. In early 1999, the Ombudsman’s
office began an investigation and
quickly determined that the claims
made by residents were not only meri-
torious, but the EPA officials had en-
gaged in an effort to keep documents
and decisions hidden from the public
thereby placing their health in danger.

The Shattuck saga has been a frus-
trating and often disheartening experi-
ence for all involved. It is an example
of what can happen when a government
entity goes unchecked. For the resi-
dents of Denver, the Office of Ombuds-
man afforded the only opportunity to
reveal the truth, and for the health and
safety of the public to be given proper
priority. In fact, the Ombudsman was
so successful at uncovering the facts
surrounding Shattuck, his investiga-
tion has resulted in EPA officials re-
structuring the office so that its ac-
tions may be restricted, and its inde-
pendence compromised.

Without the Ombudsman’s investiga-
tion on Shattuck, the residents of
Overland Park would have never
learned the truth about the decisions
made which had direct impact on their
personal health. The Ombudsman’s in-
vestigation brought integrity back into
the process. Without the Ombudsman’s
work, a trusted federal agency would
have been able to successfully hide the
truth from the very people it is
charged to protect. The Shattuck issue
is a decade long example of why citi-
zens’ trust in their government has
waned. Our bill will preserve the only
mechanism within the EPA that the
public can trust to protect their health
and safety.

I am not alone in my concerns and
the Shattuck case is not unique. Many
of my fellow Senators and Representa-
tives have experienced similar battles
with the EPA over the years in their
states.

After I introduced legislation last
year, Senator CRAPO joined me in my
legislative endeavors and has been a
great asset. In experiencing a similar
superfund problem in his home state of
Idaho, Senator CRAPO knows firsthand
the need for this independent and
trustworthy office. As a member of the
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, his assistance is greatly appre-
ciated by me, and by all those who be-
lieve that their government should be
there to serve the needs of the people.
With Senator CRAPO’S assistance, the
committee held a hearing on my bill
last year which helped to bring many
of these concerns to light and push the
issue forward. We have worked to-
gether in the first months of this Con-
gress to craft this new bill, which I be-

lieve takes great strides in properly de-
fining the role, powers, duties and re-
sponsibilities of a federal ombudsman.
The bill guarantees the much needed
independence of the office without cre-
ating another unaccountable govern-
ment entity.

Let me make it clear that my main
priority in introducing this bill, is to
keep the EPA OSWER Ombudsman Of-
fice independent and open for business.
I believe that in the future, my col-
leagues may find themselves in a simi-
lar situation and I want to make sure
that they have every assurance that
the public’s safety is protected, that its
voice is heard, that its questions are
answered and that its concerns are ad-
dressed.

I look forward to working with new
EPA Administrator Whitman to ad-
dress these concerns and I’m sure she
will agree with me on the need for gov-
ernment accountability and public con-
fidence.

I would ask all my colleagues to take
a close look at this bill and join Sen-
ator CRAPO and me in passing it.

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself and
Mr. GRAMM):

S. 607. A bill to amend the National
Housing Act to require partial rebates
of FHA mortgage insurance premiums
to certain mortgagors upon payment of
their FHA-insured mortgages; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation to direct
the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development to reinstate distributive
shares for excess amounts in the Fed-
eral Housing Administration, FHA, in-
surance fund.

FHA provides an important program
for first time, low- and moderate-in-
come, and minority homeowners. These
families should not be overcharged on
FHA premiums. Premiums in excess of
an amount necessary to maintain an
actuarially sound reserve ratio in the
FHA Mutual Mortgage Insurance, MMI,
Fund can only be characterized as a
tax on homeownership.

On the other hand, Congress, in con-
junction with the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, must en-
sure that FHA stays healthy, so that it
can continue to function as an impor-
tant source of homeownership. The
Congress has previously determined
that a capital reserve ratio of 2 percent
of the MMI fund’s amortized insurance-
in-force is necessary to ensure the safe-
ty and soundness of the MMI fund.
However, it has never been clear how
the Congress arrived at that number.

Last year, the accounting firm of
Deloitte & Touche found that the cap-
ital adequacy ratio of the fund was 3.66
percent, far in excess of the Congres-
sionally mandated goal of 2 percent.
While it is important for Congress to
know the capital adequacy ratio, it is
just as important to understand the
implications of the ratio and whether a
2 percent reserve is sufficient.

In order to get a better handle on
this issue I requested that the General
Accounting Office look into the mat-
ter, and earlier this week I held a hear-
ing of the Subcommittee on Housing
and Transportation to examine their
findings. GAO’s report finds that the
current reserve is adequate to with-
stand all but the most serious eco-
nomic scenarios. However, GAO also
sounds a note of caution. Economic
conditions can quickly change, thus
changing the value of the fund and the
level of reserve.

I believe that the most prudent court
of action is for the Congress to increase
the reserve requirement to either 2.5
percent or 3 percent of the insurance in
force, and then direct the Department
to reinstate distributive shares when-
ever the reserve fund becomes exces-
sive. Therefore, I am reintroducing leg-
islation that would require partial re-
bates of FHA mortgage insurance pre-
miums to certain mortgagors upon re-
payment of their FHA insured mort-
gages. My legislation takes the cau-
tious approach of providing rebates
only when the reserve ratio is in excess
of 3 percent, or 150 percent of the re-
serve level currently mandated by Con-
gress. If the reserve ratio drops below 3
percent, distributive shares would be
suspended. Of course this rebate would
be based on sound actuarial and ac-
counting practice since a major reason
for the strength in the fund is that fact
that we have experienced a near perfect
economy in recent years.

The FHA single family mortgage pro-
gram was designed to operate as a mu-
tual insurance program where home-
owners were granted rebates in excess
of premiums required to maintain ac-
tuarial soundness. This rebate program
was suspended at the direction of Con-
gress in 1990 when the MMI fund was in
the red—with the intent that the pay-
ment of distributive shares or rebates
would resume when the Fund was again
financially sound. With a sufficient
capital reserve ratio, it is time to re-
sume rebates and return the MMI pro-
gram to its prior status as a mutual in-
surance fund.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

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

S. 607
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

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

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Homeowners
Rebate Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. PAYMENT OF DISTRIBUTIVE SHARES

FROM MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSUR-
ANCE FUND RESERVES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 205(c) of the Na-
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1711(c)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(c) DISTRIBUTION OF RESERVES.—Upon ter-
mination of an insurance obligation of the
Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund by pay-
ment of the mortgage insured thereunder, if
the Secretary determines (in accordance
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with subsection (e)) that there is a surplus
for distribution under this section to mort-
gagors, the Participating Reserve Account
shall be subject to distribution as follows:

‘‘(1) REQUIRED DISTRIBUTION.—In the case of
a mortgage paid after November 5, 1990, and
insured for 7 years or more before such ter-
mination, the Secretary shall distribute to
the mortgagor a share of such Account in
such manner and amount as the Secretary
shall determine to be equitable and in ac-
cordance with sound actuarial and account-
ing practice, subject to paragraphs (3) and
(4).

‘‘(2) DISCRETIONARY DISTRIBUTION.—In the
case of a mortgage not described in para-
graph (1), the Secretary is authorized to dis-
tribute to the mortgagor a share of such Ac-
count in such manner and amount as the
Secretary shall determine to be equitable
and in accordance with sound actuarial and
accounting practice, subject to paragraphs
(3) and (4).

‘‘(3) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT.—In no event
shall the amount any such distributable
share exceed the aggregate scheduled annual
premiums of the mortgagor to the year of
termination of the insurance.

‘‘(4) APPLICATION REQUIREMENT.—The Sec-
retary shall not distribute any share to an
eligible mortgagor under this subsection be-
ginning on the date which is 6 years after the
date that the Secretary first transmitted
written notification of eligibility to the last
known address of the mortgagor, unless the
mortgagor has applied in accordance with
procedures prescribed by the Secretary for
payment of the share within 6-year period.
The Secretary shall transfer from the Par-
ticipating Reserve Account to the General
Surplus Account any amounts that, pursuant
to the preceding sentence, are no longer eli-
gible for distribution.’’.

(b) DETERMINATION OF SURPLUS.—Section
205(e) of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C.
1711(e)) is amended by adding at the end the
following: ‘‘Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this section, if, at the time of such
a determination, the capital ratio (as defined
in subsection (f)) for the Fund is 3.0 percent
or greater, the Secretary shall determine
that there is a surplus for distribution under
this section to mortgagors.’’.

(c) RETROACTIVE PAYMENTS.—
(1) TIMING.—Not later than 3 months after

the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
shall determine the amount of each distrib-
utable share for each mortgage described in
paragraph (2) to be paid and shall make pay-
ment of such share.

(2) MORTGAGES COVERED.—A mortgage de-
scribed in this paragraph is a mortgage for
which—

(A) the insurance obligation of the Mutual
Mortgage Insurance Fund was terminated by
payment of the mortgage before the date of
enactment of this Act;

(B) a distributable share is required to be
paid to the mortgagor under section 205(c)(1)
of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C.
1711(c)(1)), as amended by subsection (a) of
this section; and

(C) no distributable share was paid pursu-
ant to section 205(c) of the National Housing
Act upon termination of the insurance obli-
gation of such Fund.

f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 144. Mr. FITZGERALD proposed an
amendment to the bill S. 27, toamend the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 to
provide bipartisan campaign reform.

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS
SA 144. Mr. FITZGERALD proposed

an amendment to the bill S. 27, to
amend the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 to provide bipartisan cam-
paign reform; as follows:

On page 37, between lines 14 and 15, insert:
SEC. ll. CONTRIBUTION LIMITS APPLIED ON

ELECTION CYCLE BASIS.
(a) INDIVIDUAL LIMITS.—Section 315(a)(1)(A)

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
(2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(1)(A)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(A) to any candidate and the candidate’s
authorized political committee during the
election cycle with respect to any Federal
office which, in the aggregate, exceeds
$2,000;’’.

(b) MULTICANDIDATE POLITICAL COMMIT-
TEES.—Section 315(a)(2)(A) of such Act (2
U.S.C. 441a(a)(2)(A)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(A) to any candidate and the candidate’s
authorized political committees during the
election cycle with respect to any Federal
office which, in the aggregate, exceed
$10,000;’’.

(c) ELECTION CYCLE DEFINED.—Section 301
of such Act (2 U.S.C. 431), as amended by sec-
tion 101, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(25) ELECTION CYCLE.—The term ‘election
cycle’ means, with respect to a candidate,
the period beginning on the day after the
date of the previous general election for the
specific office or seat that the candidate is
seeking and ending on the date of the gen-
eral election for that office or seat.’’

(d) SPECIAL RULES.—Section 315(a) of such
Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(9) For purposes of this subsection—
‘‘(A) if there are more than 2 elections in

an election cycle for a specific Federal office,
the limitations under paragraphs (1)(A) and
(2)(A) shall be increased by $1,000 and $5,000,
respectively, for the number of elections in
excess of 2; and

‘‘(B) if a candidate for President or Vice
President is prohibited from receiving con-
tribution with respect to the general elec-
tion by reason of receiving funds under the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, the limita-
tions under paragraphs (1)(A) and (2)(A) shall
be decreased by $1,000 and $5,000.’’

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The second sentence of 315(a)(3) of such

Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(3)) is amended to read as
follows: ‘‘For purposes of this paragraph, if
any contribution is made to a candidate for
Federal office during a calendar year in the
election cycle for the office and no election
is held during that calendar year, the con-
tribution shall be treated as made in the
first succeeding calendar year in the cycle in
which an election for the office is held.’’

(2) Paragraph (6) of section 315(a) of such
Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(6)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(6) For purposes of paragraph (9), all elec-
tions held in any calendar year for the office
of President of the United States (except a
general election for such office) shall be con-
sidered to be one election.’’

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to contribu-
tions made after the date of enactment of
this Act.

f

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that Mark Peters,
a legislative fellow in my office, be
granted floor privileges during this de-
bate.

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

f

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to executive session
to consider the following nominations
reported by the Foreign Relations
Committee today: Executive Calendar
Nos. 21 and 22, Marc Grossman and
Richard Armitage.

I further ask unanimous consent that
the nominations be confirmed en bloc,
the motion to reconsider be laid upon
the table, the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s actions,
and the Senate then return to legisla-
tive session.

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

The nominations were considered and
confirmed as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Marc Isaiah Grossman, of Virginia, a Ca-
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service,
Class of Career Minister, to be an Under Sec-
retary of State.

Richard Lee Armitage, of Virginia, to be
Deputy Secretary of State.

f

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
turn to legislative session.

f

COMPLIANCE WITH THE HAGUE
CONVENTION ON INTER-
NATIONAL CHILD ABDUCTION

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I come
to the floor of the Senate this after-
noon to urge Senate passage of House-
Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 69.
The resolution will be in front of us
shortly, either later this afternoon or
next week. I thank my friend and my
colleague from the State of Ohio, Con-
gressman STEVE CHABOT, as well as
Representative NICK LAMPSON from the
State of Texas, for introducing and
gaining approval of this resolution in
the House of Representatives.

It is unfortunate, however, that we
need to be here today taking up this
resolution. It is unfortunate because
that fact acknowledges that we have
made little progress in getting the re-
turn of American children who have
been abducted and taken abroad, usu-
ally by a parent.

This resolution addresses the serious
issue of international child abduction
and the importance of The Hague Spe-
cial Review Commission on Inter-
national Child Abduction which for-
mally began its work yesterday and
will continue meeting until March 28.

This commission is raising the im-
portance and the necessity of compli-
ance with The Hague Convention on
the International Aspects of Child Ab-
duction. The Hague convention is in
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place to facilitate the return of inter-
nationally abducted children to their
countries of ‘‘habitual residence’’ for
custody determination. This means, ac-
cording to the Hague convention many
countries have signed, when there is a
dispute about the custody of a child,
the child’s place of ‘‘habitual resi-
dence’’ is the country where that deter-
mination should be made.

Sadly, it has been clear for some
time that all countries that have
signed the convention do not take their
obligation seriously. Certain countries
in particular—allies of ours such as
Germany, Austria, Sweden—have per-
formed especially poorly in returning
children and allowing family visitation
options.

What are we talking about? What is
the situation that brings about this
international parental kidnapping?
Usually it is a case such as this: An
American citizen falls in love, marries
someone from another country, they
decide to live in the United States, and
a child is born. Then one day the
spouse who is the American citizen, the
spouse who was one of the two parties
to this union, wakes up and finds the
other spouse gone and the child gone.
That mother, that father, takes that
child back to where that mother or dad
came from originally, and now the par-
ent in the United States is looking for
their child.

This is a human tragedy, a tragedy
that is repeated in this country many
times every year.

As many of my colleagues know, this
is not the first time I have come to the
Senate floor to talk about this issue
and to raise the tragic problem of
international child abduction. In fact,
exactly 1 year ago today, I came to the
Senate floor to discuss this issue. I
came to the floor and a year ago intro-
duced a similar resolution urging com-
pliance with the Hague convention.
While the House and the Senate both
passed that resolution, regrettably I
have to be back here again this after-
noon because, tragically, we have seen
very little, if any, progress in gaining
signatory compliance and ultimately
in getting our children back.

Specifically, the resolution before us
today identifies key problems with the
current Hague convention. What are
these problems?

No. 1, a lack of awareness about
international parental kidnappings
among policymakers and the general
public in the signatory nations. This is
just not an issue that people really un-
derstand, and it is not an issue to
which the governments of the signa-
tory countries are paying any atten-
tion.

No. 2, a lack of awareness and train-
ing of judges who hear these cases, who
hear these international abduction
cases, training that would enable them
to interpret and rule on these cases
fairly and would enable them to appre-
ciate the importance of these cases.

No. 3, different interpretations of the
Hague convention by signatory na-

tions. We see that all the time. There
is no uniformity or consistency.

No. 4, one of the problems with the
Hague convention is the failed enforce-
ment of parental access rights and a
lack of enforcement of court orders for
the return of children.

Finally, we see a narrow exception to
the requirement of returning children,
which prevents them from being re-
turned if they are perceived to be, upon
return—and this is the language that is
in the Hague convention—in grave risk
of being exposed to psychologically
damaging or physically harmful situa-
tions.

Instead of being the exception, this
loophole has really become the rule. It
has become standard procedure and is
frequently used as a justification for
not returning children at all. Basically,
all the court has to do is to make a de-
termination that if the child were re-
turned to his or her parent in the coun-
try where the child was originally
brought up, if the court finds that this
would place the child in grave risk of
being exposed to a psychologically
damaging or physically harmful situa-
tion, the court does not have to abide
by The Hague convention. There is
nothing wrong with the intent, but it is
abundantly clear that this language is
being used as a loophole, particularly
in the area of finding a grave risk of
psychological damage being done.
These are some of the problems.

Additionally, our resolution calls on
this special session of The Hague that
is now meeting to determine practice
guidelines, practice guidelines that
would build on expert opinions and re-
search-based practices in handling
international child custody disputes
and kidnappings.

Why do we need these guidelines? We
need these guidelines because cur-
rently set standards are not in place
telling signatory nations what to do
when a court rules that a child should
be returned. By implementing these
guidelines, we would be telling nations
that they could no longer hide behind
the vagueness of The Hague convention
articles anymore. They would not be
able to use a lack of guidelines as a
reason to keep children from a parent
and from their homeland.

The reality is, we cannot understate
nor can we ignore the importance of
getting these children returned to their
homes in the United States. Sadly, our
previous administration, the Clinton
administration, did not put these chil-
dren at the top of its priority list. As a
result, the number of international ab-
ductions has continued to increase.

In 1997, 280 abducted American chil-
dren were living in foreign countries.
That is the official number. I happen to
believe, based upon anecdotal evidence,
based upon conversations I have had
with my colleagues and with other in-
dividuals, that the number in 1997 was
much higher than that.

The official number is 280 in 1997 who
were abducted children who were living
in foreign countries. In 1998, that num-

ber increased to 398. And in 1999, the of-
ficial number was 441. Last year, it was
a staggering 775.

Quite candidly, our inability to re-
solve these cases has been due to, in
part at least, our Government’s lack of
attention to this issue.

According to the State Department,
each year the United States sends an
estimated 90 percent of kidnapped chil-
dren back to foreign countries. In other
words, this country, the United States,
that has signed The Hague convention,
complies in 90 percent of the cases. We
make determinations in our courts
that in 90 percent of the cases these
children should in fact be returned to
the place they were resident when they
were abducted and taken from these
countries. So the United States is in
compliance. We are following The
Hague convention.

As the lawyers would say, we come to
this issue with clean hands. The sad
fact is, though, that even though we do
it 90 percent of the time, and even
though we are in compliance with the
Hague, the rate of return of American
children by other nations belonging to
the Hague convention is much lower. A
State Department report singles out
several countries for their noncompli-
ance with the accord, including Mauri-
tius, Austria, Honduras, Mexico, and
Sweden.

Notably absent from this report,
however, was Germany, which, as I
have already mentioned, has also es-
tablished a disturbing pattern of non-
compliance. Because of Germany’s non-
compliance record, an American/Ger-
man working group on child custody
issues has been established to help en-
courage Germany to return abducted
children. However, essentially no
progress has been made regarding open
cases—either in the return of children
to the United States or in allowing
left-behind parents adequate visits
with their children in Germany. To
that end, we must not allow Germany—
or any other signatory nation—to ig-
nore their convention obligations and
turn blindly against the parents who
have suffered unbelievable heartache
due to the loss of their children.

What we have to remember when a
parent abducts a child is that each ab-
duction involves the destruction of a
family. Yes, it is unfair for the mother
or father who is left behind, but much
more importantly, it is unfair for that
child. A good illustration of this is
what happened to Tom Sylvester of
Cincinnati, OH. I have talked to Mr.
Sylvester about his case, about his
child. I have seen the desperation on
his face. Tom is the father of a little
girl named Carina, whom he has seen
for a total of only about 18 days since
his ex-wife abducted her from Michi-
gan, where they lived, in 1995. The ex-
wife took this little girl to Austria.
The day after the kidnapping, Mr. Syl-
vester filed a complaint with the State
Department and started legal pro-
ceedings under the Hague convention.
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An Austrian court heard his com-

plaint, and the court ordered the re-
turn of Carina to Mr. Sylvester. How-
ever, this court order was never en-
forced, and Carina’s mother took the
child into hiding. Eventually, though,
when Carina’s mother surfaced with
the child, the Austrian courts reversed
their decision on returning her to the
father, finding that she ‘‘resettled into
her new environment’’—a decision
clearly contrary to the terms of the
Hague convention.

Sadly, Mr. Sylvester is still waiting
to get his little girl back.

The bottom line is this, Mr. Presi-
dent: We must make the return of
America’s children a top priority with
our State Department, a top priority
with our Justice Department. Govern-
ance and policymaking are clearly
about setting priorities. It is my hope
that the new leadership in our State
Department and the new leadership in
the Justice Department will make that
issue a top priority and will start try-
ing to get these kids back.

I raised this issue with Attorney Gen-
eral Ashcroft during his Senate con-
firmation hearings, and I have written
to the Secretary of State as well about
the urgency of this issue. Today, I
again say to our Justice Department
and to our State Department: We must
begin to prioritize these cases. Yes, it
is important to worry about trade
issues. Yes, there are many other
issues on the desks of the State De-
partment and our embassies. But what
could be more important than a child?
If we can say that foreign trade is im-
portant, we should also say that our
children are important as well.

It is a question of setting priorities,
and we must begin to prioritize these
cases, and our State Department and
our Justice Department must do this.
No excuses should be accepted by the
parents of these children, nor by the
Senate, nor by the House of Represent-
atives, nor by the American people.
This must be a priority. These kids
must be a priority.

As a parent and a grandparent, I can-
not begin to imagine the nightmare so
many American parents face when
their children are kidnapped by a cur-
rent or former spouse and taken
abroad. It is hard to imagine. But,
tragically, this is a very real and daily
nightmare for hundreds of parents
right here in this country. That is why
the resolution we have introduced is
critical to encouraging the safe return
of children to the United States. It
gives us an opportunity to help make a

positive difference in the lives of chil-
dren and their families.

In the end, if we are to succeed in
bringing parentally abducted children
back to their homes in the United
States, the Federal Government must
take an active role in their return. Ul-
timately, our Government has an obli-
gation to these parents, but much more
importantly, to these children. We
must place our children first. They
must become our priority.

I urge my colleagues to join in sup-
port and passage of this very important
resolution.

f

THE HAGUE CONVENTION ON
INTERNATIONAL CHILD ABDUC-
TION

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of H. Con.
Res. No. 69, which is now at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the concurrent resolu-
tion by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 69)

expressing the sense of the Congress that the
Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of
International Child Abduction and urging all
Contracting States to the Convention to rec-
ommend the production of practice guides.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of the
resolution.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed
to, the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to this resolution be
printed in the RECORD.

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

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 69) was agreed to.

f

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, MARCH 26,
2001

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the majority leader, I now ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 10 a.m. on Mon-
day, March 26. I further ask that on
Monday, immediately following the
prayer, the Journal of proceedings be
approved to date, the morning hour be
deemed to have expired, the time for
the two leaders be reserved for their
use later in the day, and the Senate
then proceed to a period for morning
business not to extend beyond 12 noon,

with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes, with the
following exceptions: Senator BYRD, or
his designee, controlling the time be-
tween 10 a.m. and 11 a.m., and Senator
THOMAS, or his designee, controlling
time between 11 a.m. and 12 noon.

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous
consent that at 12 noon the Senate re-
sume consideration of S. 27 and that
Senator WELLSTONE be recognized for
an amendment.

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

f

PROGRAM

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the majority leader, for the in-
formation of all Senators, the Senate
will resume consideration of the cam-
paign finance reform bill at noon this
coming Monday. Senator WELLSTONE
will be recognized to offer an amend-
ment during Monday’s session. Debate
on S.J. Res. 4, the Hollings constitu-
tional amendment, will begin at 2 p.m.
by previous consent. Debate will con-
tinue on that issue until 6 p.m., with a
vote scheduled on passage of S.J. Res.
4 at 6 p.m.

Any votes ordered with respect to
amendments to the campaign finance
legislation will be stacked to follow
the 6 p.m. vote. Therefore, several
votes will occur in a stacked sequence
beginning at 6 p.m. on Monday.

f

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY,
MARCH 26, 2001, AT 10 A.M.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 1:59 p.m., adjourned until Monday,
March 26, 2001, at 10 a.m.

f

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate March 23, 2001:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

MARC ISAIAH GROSSMAN, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF
CAREER MINISTER, TO BE AN UNDER SECRETARY OF
STATE (POLITICAL AFFAIRS).

RICHARD LEE ARMITAGE, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE DEPUTY
SECRETARY OF STATE.

The above nominations were ap-
proved subject to the nominee’s com-
mitment to respond to requests to ap-
pear and testify before any duly con-
stituted committee of the Senate.
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Daily Digest
Senate

Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S2795–S2833
Measures Introduced: Six bills were introduced, as
follows: S. 603–608.                                                 Page S2823

Measures Passed:
Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction:

Senate agreed to H. Con. Res. 69, expressing the
sense of the Congress on the Hague Convention on
the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction
and urging all Contracting States to the Convention
to recommend the production of practice guides.
                                                                                            Page S2833

Campaign Finance Reform: Senate continued con-
sideration of S. 27, to amend the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 to provide bipartisan cam-
paign reform, taking action on the following amend-
ments proposed thereto:                           Pages S2795–S2807

Rejected:
Helms Modified Amendment No. 141, to require

labor organizations to provide notice to members
concerning their rights with respect to the expendi-
ture of funds for activities unrelated to collective
bargaining. (By 53 yeas to 40 nays (Vote No. 46),
Senate tabled the amendment.)                   Pages S2795–98

Withdrawn:
Hutchison Amendment No. 111, to amend the

Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt State and
local political committees from duplicative notifica-
tion and reporting requirements made applicable to
political organizations by Public Law 106–230.
                                                                             Pages S2799–S2803

Pending:
Specter Amendment No. 140, to provide findings

regarding the current state of campaign finance laws
and to clarify the definition of electioneering com-
munication.                                                                   Page S2795

Fitzgerald Amendment No. 144, to provide that
limits on contributions to candidates be applied on
an election cycle rather than election basis.
                                                                                    Pages S2803–07

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the bill at 12
noon, on Monday, March 26, 2001.                 Page S2833

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations:

Marc Isaiah Grossman, of Virginia, to be an
Under Secretary of State (Political Affairs), vice
Thomas R. Pickering.

Richard Lee Armitage, of Virginia, to be Deputy
Secretary of State.                                        Pages S2831, S2833

Executive Reports of Committees:               Page S2823

Statements on Introduced Bills:            Pages S2824–31

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S2823–24

Amendments Submitted:                                   Page S2831

Additional Statements:                                Pages S2822–23

Privileges of the Floor:                                        Page S2831

Record Votes: One record vote was taken today.
(Total—46)                                                                    Page S2797

Adjournment: Senate met at 8:45 a.m., and ad-
journed at 1:59 p.m., until 10 a.m., on Monday,
March 26, 2001. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S2833.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee ordered fa-
vorably reported the nominations of Richard Lee
Armitage, of Virginia, to be Deputy Secretary, and
Marc Isaiah Grossman, of Virginia, to be an Under
Secretary for Political Affairs, both of the Depart-
ment of State.
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House of Representatives
Chamber Action

The House was not in session. It will next meet
on Monday, March 26 at 2 p.m.

Committee Meetings
No committee meetings were held.
f

CONGRESSIONAL PROGRAM AHEAD

Week of March 26 through March 31, 2001

Senate Chamber
On Monday, Senate will resume consideration of S.

27, Campaign Finance Reform. Also, at 2 p.m., Sen-
ate will begin consideration of S.J. Res. 4, Hollings
Constitutional Amendment, with a vote on final pas-
sage to occur at 6 p.m.

During the remainder of the week, Senate will
continue consideration of S. 27, Campaign Finance
Reform, and any other cleared legislative and execu-
tive business.

Senate Committees
(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: March
27, to hold hearings to review the Research, Extension
and Education title of the Farm Bill, 9 a.m., SR–328A.

March 29, Full Committee, to hold hearings to review
environmental trading opportunities for agriculture, 9
a.m., SR–328A.

Committee on Appropriations: March 27, Subcommittee
on Interior, to hold oversight hearings to examine trust
reform issues, 10 a.m., SD–138.

March 28, Subcommittee on Defense, to hold hearings
to examine certain Pacific issues, 10 a.m., SD–192.

Committee on Armed Services: March 27, to resume hear-
ings on proposed legislation authorizing funds for fiscal
year 2002 for the Department of Defense and the Future
Years Defense Program, focusing on military strategy and
operational requirements; to be followed by closed hear-
ings (in Room SH–219), 9:30 a.m., SH–216.

March 27, Subcommittee on Emerging Threats and
Capabilities, to hold a closed briefing on information
warfare and other threats to critical U.S. information sys-
tems, 2:30 p.m., S–407, Capitol.

March 28, Subcommittee on Personnel, to hold hear-
ings to examine Department of Defense policies per-
taining to the Armed Forces Retirement Home, 9:30
a.m., SR–222.

March 28, Subcommittee on Strategic, to hold hearings
to examine the Report of the Commission to Assess
United States National Security Space Management and
Organization, 2:30 p.m., SR–232A.

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs:
March 29, Subcommittee on Securities and Investment, to
hold hearings on S. 206, to repeal the Public Utility
Holding Company Act of 1935, 10 a.m., SD–538.

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: March
28, to hold hearings to examine the Secretary of Com-
merce proposals concerning adjustments of Census data,
9 a.m., SR–253.

March 29, Subcommittee on Aviation, to hold hearings
to examine aviation delay prevention legislation, 9:30
a.m., SR–253.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: March 29,
Subcommittee on National Parks, Historic Preservation,
and Recreation, to hold oversight hearings to review the
National Park Service’s implementation of management
policies and procedures to comply with the provisions of
Titles I, II, III, V, VI, VII, and VIII of the National
Parks Omnibus Management Act of 1998, 10 a.m.,
SD–628.

March 29, Subcommittee on Forests and Public Land
Management, to hold oversight hearings on the imple-
mentation of the Administration’s National Fire Plan,
2:30 p.m., SD–628.

Committee on Environment and Public Works: March 27,
Subcommittee on Fisheries, Wildlife, and Water, to hold
hearings to examine water and wastewater infrastructure
needs, 9:30 a.m., SD–406.

Committee on Finance: March 27, to hold hearings to ex-
amine the affordability of long term care, 10 a.m.,
SD–215.

March 28, Full Committee, to hold hearings on issues
relating to preserving and protecting Main Street USA,
10 a.m., SD–215.

Committee on Foreign Relations: March 27, business meet-
ing to consider the nomination of Grant S. Green, Jr., of
Virginia, to be Under Secretary of State for Management,
10:30 a.m., SD–419.

March 27, Full Committee, to hold hearings on the
nomination of William Howard Taft, IV, of Virginia, to
be Legal Adviser of the Department of State, 11 a.m.,
SD–419.

March 28, Full Committee, to hold hearings to exam-
ine the Department of Energy’s nonproliferation programs
with Russia, 10 a.m., SD–419.

March 29, Full Committee, to hold hearings on the
nomination of John Robert Bolton, of Maryland, to be
Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and Inter-
national Security, 10:30 a.m., SD–419.

Committee on Governmental Affairs: March 29, Sub-
committee on Oversight of Government Management,
Restructuring and the District of Columbia, to hold joint
hearings with the House Committee on Government Re-
form’s Subcommittee on Civil Service and Agency Orga-
nization to examine the recently issued final report of the
U.S. Commission on National Security in the 21st Cen-
tury, focusing on the national security implications of the
human capital crisis, 10 a.m., SD–342.
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Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions:
March 27, to hold hearings to examine early education
and care programs in the United States, 9:30 a.m.,
SD–430.

March 28, Full Committee, to hold hearings to exam-
ine health information for consumers, 9:30 a.m., SD–430.

Committee on Indian Affairs: March 28, to hold hearings
on S. 210, to authorize the integration and consolidation
of alcohol and substance abuse programs and services pro-
vided by Indian tribal governments; S. 214, to elevate the
position of Director of the Indian Health Service within
the Department of Health and Human Services to Assist-
ant Secretary for Indian Health; and S. 535, to amend
title XIX of the Social Security Act to clarify that Indian
women with breast or cervical cancer who are eligible for
health services provided under a medical care program of
the Indian Health Service or of a tribal organization are
included in the optional medicaid eligibility category of
breast or cervical cancer patients added by the Breast and
Cervical Cancer Prevention and Treatment Act of 2000,
10:30 a.m., SR–485.

Select Committee on Intelligence: March 28, to hold closed
hearings on intelligence matters, 2 p.m., SH–219.

Committee on the Judiciary: March 27, Subcommittee on
Technology, Terrorism, and Government Information, to
hold hearings to examine domestic response capabilities
for terrorism involving weapons of mass destruction, 2
p.m., SD–226.

House Chamber
Monday, pro forma session.
Tuesday, Consideration of suspensions (list to be

announced on Monday, March 26;
Consideration of H. Res. 84, Omnibus Committee

Funding Resolution (privileged); and
Consideration of H. Con. Res. 83, Budget Resolu-

tion for fiscal year 2002 (debate only, pursuant to
previous unanimous consent agreement).

(No recorded votes are expected before 6:00 p.m.)
Wednesday and the Balance of the Week, Consider-

ation of H. Con. Res. 83, Budget Resolution for fis-
cal year 2002 (Subject to a Rule); and

Consideration of H.R. 6, Marriage Penalty and
Family Tax Relief Act of 2001 (Subject to a Rule).

House Committees
Committee on Agriculture, March 28, Subcommittee on

Department Operations, Oversight Nutrition and For-
estry, hearing on National Fire Plan Implementation, 2
p.m., 1300 Longworth.

March 29, full Committee, to continue hearings on
Federal Farm Commodity Programs, 9:30 a.m., 1300
Longworth.

Committee on Appropriations, March 27, Subcommittee
on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and
Related Agencies, on Members of Congress, 10 a.m., and
2 p.m., 2358 Rayburn.

March 28, Subcommittee on Defense, on Members of
Congress and public witnesses, 9:30 a.m., and 1:30 p.m.,
H–140 Capitol.

March 28, Subcommittee on Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing and Related Programs, on Members of
Congress and public witnesses, 12:30 p.m., H–144 Cap-
itol.

March 28, Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human
Services and Education, on NIH Theme hearing, 10 a.m.,
2358 Rayburn.

March 28, Subcommittee on Military Construction, on
Pacific Military Construction, 2 p.m., B–300 Rayburn.

March 28, Subcommittee on Transportation, on FAA,
10 a.m., and 2 p.m., 2358 Rayburn.

March 28, Subcommittee on Veterans’ Affairs, House
and Urban Development, and Independent Agencies, on
Member of Congress, 10 a.m., and 1 p.m., H–143 Cap-
itol.

March 29, Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, State
and Judiciary, on the Supreme Court, 10 a.m., H–309
Capitol.

March 29, Subcommittee on the District of Columbia,
on Public Schools and Public Charter Schools, 9:30 a.m.,
2362 Rayburn.

March 29, Subcommittee on Interior and Related
Agencies, on Energy (National Energy Strategy), 10 a.m.,
B–308 Rayburn.

March 29, Subcommittee on Military Construction, on
Quality of Life, 9:30 a.m, B–300 Rayburn.

March 29, Subcommittee on Transportation, on Federal
Transit Administration, 11 a.m., and on Federal Transit
Capital Projects, 2 p.m., 2358 Rayburn.

March 29, Subcommittee on Treasury, Postal Service,
and General Government, on Custom Service Counter
drug-oversight, 10 a.m., 2359 Rayburn.

Committee on Armed Services, March 28 and 29, hearings
on the posture of U.S. military forces, 10 a.m., on March
28, and 9:30 a.m., on March 29, 2118 Rayburn.

March 28, Subcommittee on Military Procurement,
hearing on military transformation and its impact on the
equipment modernization programs of the military serv-
ices, 2 p.m., 2118 Rayburn.

March 29, Special Oversight Panel on Morale, Welfare
and Recreation, hearing on commissaries and exchange
programs, 2 p.m., 2212 Rayburn.

Committee on Education and the Workforce, March 28,
hearing on No Child Left Behind, 10:30 a.m., 2175 Ray-
burn.

March 29, hearing on ‘‘Transforming the Federal Role
in Education for the 21st Century: H.R.1, No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001; H.R. 340, Excellence and Account-
ability in Education Act; and H.R. 345, Public Education
Reinvestment, Reinvention, and Responsibility Act,
10:30 a.m., 2175 Rayburn.

Committee on Energy and Commerce, March 27 and 30,
Subcommittee on Energy and Air Quality, oversight hear-
ings on National Energy Policy, 1 p.m. on March 27 and
10 a.m. on March 30, 2123 Rayburn.

March 28, Subcommittee on Environment and Haz-
ardous Materials, hearing on Drinking Water Needs and
Infrastructure, 2 p.m., 2322 Rayburn.

March 28, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions, hearing on Issues Raised by Human Cloning Re-
search, 12 p.m., 2123 Rayburn.
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March 29, Subcommittee on Telecommunications and
the Internet, hearing on ‘‘FCC Chairman Michael K.
Powell: Agenda and Plans for Reform,’’ 10 a.m., 2123
Rayburn.

Committee on Financial Services, March 27, Subcommittee
on Capital Markets, Insurance, and Government Spon-
sored Enterprises, hearing on the agreement by Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac to voluntarily enhance capital
strength, disclosure, and market discipline, 2 p.m., 2128
Rayburn.

March 28, full Committee, to mark up the following
bills: H.R. 974, Small Business Interest Checking Act of
2001; and H.R. 1088, Investor and Capital Markets Fee
Relief Act, 10 a.m., 2128 Rayburn.

March 29, Subcommittee on Domestic Monetary Pol-
icy, Technology and Economic Growth, hearing on Be-
yond the Tax Cut: Unleashing the Economy, 10 a.m.,
2128 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform, March 27, Sub-
committee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human
Resources, hearing on ‘‘Medical’’ Marijuana, Federal Drug
Law and the Constitution’s Supremacy Clause, 2:30 p.m.,
2154 Rayburn.

March 27, Subcommittee on Energy Policy, Natural
Resources and Regulatory Affairs, hearing on ‘‘A Rush to
Regulate—the Congressional Review Act and Recent
Federal Regulations,’’ 10 a.m., 2154 Rayburn.

March 27, Subcommittee on National Security, Vet-
erans’ Affairs and International Relations, hearing on
Combating Terrorism: In Search of a National Strategy,
10 a.m., 2247 Rayburn.

March 30, Subcommittee on Government Efficiency,
Financial Management, and Intergovernmental Affairs,
hearing on ‘‘Oversight of the Federal Government’s Con-
solidated Financial Statements,’’ 10 a.m., 2154 Rayburn.

Committee on International Relations, March 28, to mark
up the following measures: H. Res. 91, expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives regarding the
human rights situation in Cuba; H.R. 428, concerning
the participation of Taiwan in the World Health Organi-
zation; H. Res. 56, urging the appropriate representative
of the United States to the United Nations Commission
on Human Rights to introduce at the annual meeting of
the Commission a resolution calling upon the People’s
Republic of China to end its human rights violations in
China and Tibet; and H. Con. Res. Expressing the sense
of Congress that the 2008 Olympic Games should not be
held in Beijing unless the Government of the People’s
Republic of China releases all political prisoners, ratifies
the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
and observes internationally recognized human rights, 10
a.m., 2172 Rayburn.

March 28, Subcommittee on Africa and the Sub-
committee on International Operations and Human
Rights, joint hearing on America’s Sudan Policy: A New
Direction? 2:30 a.m., 2172 Rayburn.

March 29, Subcommittee on the Middle East and
South Asia, hearing on Developments in the Middle East,
10 a.m., 2172 Rayburn.

Committee on the Judiciary, March 28, to consider Sub-
committee Rules of Procedure for private immigration

bills and private claims bills and to mark up the fol-
lowing measures: H.R. 768, Need-Based Educational Aid
Act of 2001; H.R. 503, Unborn Victims of Violence Act
of 2001; H.R. 863, Consequences for Juvenile Offenders
Act of 2001; and a private claims bill, 10 a.m., 2141
Rayburn.

March 29, Subcommittee on Crime, oversight hearing
on Drug Trafficking on the Southwest Border, 10 a.m.,
2237 Rayburn.

Committee on Resources, March 27, Subcommittee on Na-
tional Parks, Recreation and Public Lands, oversight hear-
ing on the Yosemite Valley Plan, 10 a.m., 1334 Long-
worth.

March 27, Subcommittee on Water and Power, over-
sight hearing on the Status of Federal Western Water Re-
sources, 2 p.m., 1324 Longworth.

March 28, full Committee, to mark up the following
bills: H.R. 146, Great Falls Historic District Study Act
of 2001; H.R. 182, Eight Mile River Wild and Scenic
River Study Act of 2001; H.R. 309, Guam Foreign In-
vestment Equity Act; H.R. 581, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture to
use funds appropriated for wildland fire management in
the Department of Interior and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act of 2001, to reimburse the United States
Fish and Wildlife Services and the National Marine Fish-
eries Services to facilitate the interagency cooperation re-
quired under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 in con-
nection with wildland fire management; H.R. 601, to en-
sure the continued access of hunters to those Federal
lands included within the boundaries of the Craters of the
Moon National Monument in the State of Idaho pursuant
to Presidential Proclamation 7373 of November 9, 2000,
and to continue the applicability of the Taylor Grazing
Act to the disposition of grazing fees arising from the use
of such lands; and 642, to reauthorize the Chesapeake Bay
Office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration, 10 a.m., 1324 Longworth.

March 29, Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Re-
sources, oversight hearing on the Effect of Mining Claim
Fees on Domestic Exploration: Are They Worth It? 2
p.m., 1324 Longworth.

March 29, Subcommittee on Fisheries Conservation,
Wildlife and Oceans, to mark up the following bills:
H.R. 643, African Elephant Conservation Reauthorization
Act of 2001; H.R. 645, Rhinoceros and Tiger Conserva-
tion Reauthorization Act of 2001; and H.R. 700, Asian
Elephant Conservation Reauthorization Act of 2001, fol-
lowed by an oversight hearing on Comprehensive Con-
servation Planning and the Operations and Maintenance
Backlog in the National Wildlife Refuge System, 9:30
a.m., 1334 Longworth.

March 29, Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health,
hearing on the Effective Community Involvement in Na-
tional Forest Restoration and Recreation Efforts: Obsta-
cles and Solutions, 10 a.m., 1324 Longworth.

Committee on Rules, March 27, to consider the following:
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal Year
2002; and H.R. 6, Marriage Penalty and Family Tax Re-
lief Act of 2001, 2 p.m., H–313 Capitol.
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Committee on Science, March 29, Subcommittee on Envi-
ronment, Technology, and Standards, hearing on H.R.
64, to provide for the establishment of the position of
Deputy Administrator for Science and Technology of the
Environmental Protection Agency, 10 a.m., 2318 Ray-
burn.

Committee on Small Business, March 28, hearing on H.R.
10, Comprehensive Retirement Security and Pension Re-
form Act, focusing on small business implications, 10
a.m., 2360 Rayburn.

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, March 28,
Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Build-
ings and Emergency Management, to mark up the fol-
lowing: H.R. 495, to designate the Federal building in
Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, United States Virgin Is-
lands as the ‘‘Ron de Lugo Federal Building;’’ H.R. 819,
to designate the Federal building located at 143 West
Liberty Street, Medina, Ohio, as the ‘‘Donald J. Pease
Federal Building;’’ H. Con. Res. 74, authorizing the use
of the Capitol Grounds for the 20th Annual National
Peace Officers Memorial Service; H. Con. Res. 76, au-
thorizing the use of the East Front of the Capitol
Grounds for performances sponsored by the John F. Ken-
nedy Center for the Performing Arts; H. Con. Res. 79,
authorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for the Great-
er Washington Soap Box Derby; 2 11 (b) Project Build-
ing Survey Resolutions; and other pending business, 2
p.m., 2253 Rayburn.

March 28, Subcommittee on Water Resources and En-
vironment, hearing on Water Infrastructure Needs, 10
a.m., 2167 Rayburn.

March 29, Subcommittee on Railroads, hearing on
Railroad Track Safety Issues, 10 a.m., 2167 Rayburn.

Committee on Ways and Means, March 27, Subcommittee
on Health, to continue hearings on Medicare Reform:

Laying the Groundwork for a Rx Drug Benefit, 2 p.m.,
1100 Longworth.

March 29, Subcommittee on Trade, hearing on Free
Trade Deals: Is the United States Losing Ground As Its
Trading Partners Move Ahead? 10 a.m., 1100 Longworth.

Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, March 27, Sub-
committee on Technical and Tactical Intelligence, execu-
tive, hearing on NSA Issues, 12 p.m., H–405 Capitol.

March 27, Subcommittee on Technical and Tactical In-
telligence and the Subcommittee on Human Intelligence,
Analysis and Counterintelligence, executive, joint hearing
on Information Operations, 3 p.m., H–405 Capitol.

March 28, Subcommittee on International Policy and
National Security, executive, briefing on Global Trends:
2015, 10 a.m., H–405 Capitol.

March 29, Subcommittee on International Policy and
National Security, executive, briefing on Covert Action
Case Study, 2 p.m., H–405 Capitol.

March 29, Subcommittee on Technical and Tactical In-
telligence, executive, hearing on NRO Issues, 10 a.m.,
H–405 Capitol.

Joint Meetings
Joint Meetings: March 29, Senate Committee on Govern-

mental Affairs, Subcommittee on Oversight of Govern-
ment Management, Restructuring and the District of Co-
lumbia, to hold joint hearings with the House Com-
mittee on Government Reform’s Subcommittee on Civil
Service and Agency Organization to examine the recently
issued final report of the U.S. Commission on National
Security in the 21st Century, focusing on the national se-
curity implications of the human capital crisis, 10 a.m.,
SD–342.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

10 a.m., Monday, March 26

Senate Chamber

Program for Monday: After the recognition of two Sen-
ators for speeches and the transaction of any morning
business (not to extend beyond 12 noon), Senate will con-
tinue consideration of S. 27, Campaign Finance Reform.

Also, at 2 p.m., Senate will consider S.J. Res. 4, Hol-
lings Constitutional Amendment, with a vote on final
passage to occur at 6 p.m.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

2 p.m., Monday, March 26

House Chamber

Program for Monday: Pro Forma Session.
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