United States
of America

Congressional Record

th
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 108 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

Vol. 149

WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 15, 2003

No. 7

House of Representatives

The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, January 27, 2003, at 2 p.m.

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. STEVENS).

PRAYER

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

Blessed, omniscient God, You know
all about us; our strengths and weak-
nesses, our hopes and hurts, our dreams
and disappointments. We say with the
psalmist, I commit my way to You, O
Lord, and trust in You and You shall
bring it to pass. I rest in You and wait
patiently for You” (paraphrase of
Psalm 37:5,7).

We confess that so often instead of
waiting for You, we wait to commit
our needs to You, clutching them in
the icy grip of our reluctance to trust
You. Help us to believe that what we
commit to You will come to pass in
Your way and in Your timing. We need
the peace of mind and body that comes
when we do Your will and leave the re-
sults to You.

Bless the Senators with a great day
because they, and all of us who work
with them, have decided to rest in
Your presence and wait patiently for
You to work out what is best in all the
challenges and opportunities of this
day. Only what You bring to pass will
last. You are our Lord and Saviour.
Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The President pro tempore 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.

Senate

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 15, 2003

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 10:30 a.m., with the time equally di-
vided and Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is recognized.

————

SCHEDULE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, this morn-
ing there will be a period of morning
business, as just mentioned, until the
hour of 10:30 a.m., with the time equal-
ly divided and Senators permitted to
speak and to introduce bills.

Shortly, I expect to have an agree-
ment to allow us to go forward on the
committee resolutions.

Following completion of the com-
mittee resolutions, we will turn to the

appropriations bill. I understand
amendments will be offered to that
measure, and therefore Members

should expect votes throughout the day
today. If the committee resolutions
take a little longer than expected—al-
though, again, I anticipate us bringing
those committee resolutions to a close

shortly—it is my hope to begin consid-
eration of the appropriations bill in the
interim, until we can reach a final
agreement on the two committee mem-
bership resolutions.

For the remainder of the week, if the
Senate makes substantial progress on
the appropriations bill each day—and I
should add it is going to take a lot of
focus and a lot of discipline to address
these appropriations bills today, to-
night, tomorrow, tomorrow night, and
throughout this week—it is still pos-
sible that we could finish this week. If
we are able to finish our business this
week, then we will proceed with the re-
cess next week as originally planned.
But, as I have said before, if these
items are not completed this week, we
will resume the legislative session next
Tuesday and remain in session until
those items are completed.

I thank all Members in advance for
their cooperation. I had the oppor-
tunity to talk to the Democratic leader
last night after we closed, and I think,
once again, we are making substantial
progress in addressing the issues before
us, in terms of organization as well as
the Nation’s business as we address the
appropriations bills.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). The Senator from Ne-
vada.

Mr. REID. While the majority leader
is on the floor, as a matter of house-
keeping, we have a number of Senators
who wish to speak for at least a half an
hour. I am wondering if it would be OK
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with the majority leader if we gave ac-
tually 30 minutes on each side to speak
as in morning business, to take us a
little past the 10:30 hour. Does the ma-
jority leader see any problem with
that?

Mr. FRIST. I think that would be
fine.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
we do that.

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

Mr. REID. I say to the majority lead-
er, the Democratic leader even this
morning indicated that he was ex-
tremely hopeful and confident we could
work something out on an organizing
resolution. Senator STEVENS was here
this morning. I know he wants to move
forward on the appropriations, and we
do, too. We hope we can complete the
work the leader has outlined.

Mr. President, that is all I have for
the majority leader. I thank him very
much.

Senator CONRAD is here and wishes to
speak for 20 minutes. I ask Senator
THOMAS: Senator CONRAD wishes to
speak for 20 minutes. Do you wish to
speak now?

If not, I ask unanimous consent that
Senator CONRAD be recognized for 20
minutes.

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

The Senator from North Dakota.

THE ORGANIZING RESOLUTION

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague, Senator REID, and I
thank all of our leaders for working to-
gether. It appears now that we are on
the brink of success for an organizing
resolution. I must say, however, some
of the rhetoric I heard yesterday I
think was unfortunate. Talk about a
coup in the Senate or in the United
States—that is reckless talk. That is
inappropriate talk. What has occurred
here is a negotiation on the delicate
subject of the organization of the Sen-
ate. At a previous time in just recent
years, it took 6 weeks to have that ne-
gotiation occur. Nobody asserted that
there was a coup occurring in this
country. That is reckless talk. It is ir-
responsible talk. It may be good for
headlines, it may be good for getting
on television, but it does not serve this
body well and it does not serve our
country well. I hope colleagues will be
more thoughtful in their use of lan-
guage in the future.

————
THE ECONOMY

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise
today to talk about what the President
has proposed in terms of an economic
stimulus package or, as he now terms
it, an economic growth package, be-
cause I think it is one of the key issues
facing us and our country in the days
ahead. As the chairman of the Budget
Committee—at least until the new or-
ganizing resolution is adopted, at
which time I will be the ranking mem-
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ber of the Budget Committee—I think I
have a special obligation to my col-
leagues to review what the President
has proposed and to give my take on it.

I, along with my staff, have now
given a detailed review to what the
President proposes, and I have con-
cluded that the President’s proposal is,
No. 1, ineffective with respect to giving
stimulus to the economy;

No. 2, unfair in terms of its applica-
tion;

And, No. 3, irresponsible because it
will add almost $1 trillion to our na-
tional debt when we are already back
into serious deficits and adding to the
national debt right on the eve of the
retirement of the baby boom genera-
tion. I don’t believe this is a growth
package. Indeed, I think it will inhibit
growth because I believe it will put up-
ward pressure on interest rates, and
when the economy does resume strong-
er growth, higher interest rates will
tend to choke off that stronger growth.

I started by saying I think the Presi-
dent’s plan is ineffective with respect
to stimulus. I said that, because if one
looks at the total cost of his plan,
which we estimate at over $900 bil-
lion—not the $600 billion that has been
advertised but over $900 billion—with
associated interest costs included, and,
obviously, if you spend money or you
reduce taxes, the interest costs to the
Federal Government go up because you
are adding to the debt. We are in debt
now. We are paying interest on that
debt. If you add to the debt you add
costs.

It is stunning to me. But only $36 bil-
lion of this $900 billion cost in the
President’s plan is for this year. This
year is the time we have economic
weakness. This year is the time our
economy needs to be stimulated. Yet
only about 5 percent of the President’s
package—in fact, less than 5 percent—
is for this year. That makes no earthly
sense to me. If the rationale is the
economy is weak and needs a boost,
why would you only use 5 percent of
the cost of your package for stimulus
now?

Last year on a bipartisan basis,
Democrats and Republicans on the
Budget Committee in both the House
and the Senate agreed on a set of prin-
ciples to apply to a stimulus package.
We agreed it ought to be effective im-
mediately; that most of the money
should flow in the first 6 months, and
that it should have very little outyear
effect to avoid adding to the deficit and
debt. The President’s proposal stands
that set of principles on its head. When
the President’s plan was first intro-
duced, they said it was going to give
over $100 billion of lift to the economy
this year. Then they changed that and
said that it would only be about $58 bil-
lion. Now we have had a chance to do a
detailed analysis of the President’s
proposal and we find that it is not $108
billion; it is not $58 billion; the lift to
the economy this year is $36 billion.
The President might argue it should be
a little bit more than that because of
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the unemployment insurance legisla-
tion we have already passed. That is $3
or $4 billion. If you want to add that,
fine. That would take us to about $39
billion. It doesn’t change the point at
all. Less than 5 percent of the cost of
the President’s plan is available this
year. It is ineffective in terms of stim-
ulus.

Second, it is not fair. It is not fair in
its application. It is not fair in its dis-
tribution.

This chart shows the five quintiles—
arranged in income order of earners in
the United States. In other words, one-
fifth of American taxpayers in each of
these categories. We see the top 20 per-
cent earn more than $68,000 a year.
Under the President’s plan, they get 78
percent of the benefit. But look at
what other folks get. It is fascinating.
The bottom 60 percent get less than 8
percent of the benefit. The top 20 per-
cent get 78 percent of the benefit. The
bottom 60 percent get less than 8 per-
cent of the benefit. It is not fair.

In fact, the unfairness of this plan be-
comes even clearer when you look at
the other distributional effects. This
shows the benefit of the plan to those
people in our society who earn over $1
million a year. Under the President’s
plan, they would get an average tax re-
duction of $88,873.

These are not KENT CONRAD’S num-
bers. This comes from the Center on
Tax Policy. This is their analysis of
the President’s plan.

Interestingly enough, the typical
taxpayer—that 20 percent of taxpayers
who are right in the middle—get an av-
erage benefit of $265. The President
said this is fair. It is an interesting no-
tion of fairness. I don’t think it is fair.
I don’t think it is close to being fair to
give to those who earn over $1 million
a year more than $88,000 of benefit and
to those who are right in the middle of
the income stream in our society $265.
The President says that is fair. That
raises a mighty serious question about
fairness.

It is ineffective. I think it is clear.
Only 5 percent of the stimulus is avail-
able this year at the time when our
economy needs a lift. I think it is
abundantly clear it is not fair.

But even more serious, I believe, is
the reckless nature of their proposal.
How is it paid for? That is a question
too little asked around here. How is it
paid for? Here is the reality. Every
penny of this proposal is being paid for
out of the Social Security trust fund.
The President says it is class warfare
when anybody questions the fairness of
his plan. I think the President is en-
gaging in class warfare to propose tak-
ing $900 billion out of the Social Secu-
rity trust fund to pay for a tax pro-
gram that is overwhelmingly skewed to
the wealthiest among us. That is
wrong. It cannot stand and it should
not be passed.

Not only does every penny come out
of the Social Security trust fund, but it
is going to dramatically increase the
debt of our country.
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You will remember in 2001 when the
President told us that under his plan
the debt of the country by 2008 would
only be $36 billion. He was going to
have a maximum pay-down of the debt.
Events have proved quite otherwise. In-
stead of being virtually debt free, the
President’s policies are exploding the
debt. We are not reducing the debt. We
will be increasing the debt even more if
we adopt the President’s plan. The debt
will stand at $4.7 trillion—nearly a $900
billion increase, if the President’s plan
is adopted.

I think we have to consider this in
light of our overall circumstances. This
chart shows surpluses and deficits
without using Social Security funds for
other purposes—something virtually
every Member of this body has pledged
not to do. The President pledged not to
do it. Yet, what we see is we are al-
ready on a path and are now using So-
cial Security to pay for tax cuts and
using Social Security funds to pay for
the costs of government.

If we look back over an extended pe-
riod—back to 1992, and look ahead to
2012—back in the 1990s we were able to
make progress on stopping the use of
Social Security money for other pur-
poses. We achieved it in 2 years. We
didn’t use any Social Security money
for other purposes for 2 years in the
Clinton administration. Now you can
see we have plunged back into deficit
and in a very dramatic and substantial
way. The deficit this year is going to
be in the hundreds of billions of dol-
lars. If Social Security were not used,
we would have more than $400 billion in
deficit this year and be approaching
$500 billion in deficit next year.

Looking ahead, this top line of the
chart shows the current circumstance
we face. You can see that we face defi-
cits without using Social Security vir-
tually the whole rest of this decade. If
the President’s additional tax cut plans
are adopted, we will not escape from
deficits the entire rest of this decade.
Instead, we will be running massive
deficits each and every year all of this
decade.

Now, some say: Well, Senator, we
have run big deficits before. We did in
the 1980s, and we were able to escape
from it. That is true. The difference
now—and I hope colleagues are listen-
ing, because there is a big difference
now—the difference is the baby boom
generation poised to retire. And this is
not a matter of projection. It is not a
matter of conjecture. It is a matter of
fact. The baby boomers are alive. They
are going to be eligible for Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. They are going to
begin to retire at the end of this dec-
ade, and it is going to change every-
thing.

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

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield.

Mr. DURBIN. On the question of the
continuing deficits and the projections,
I recall the Chairman of the Presi-
dent’s Council of Economic Advisers
suggesting a war in Iraq might cost us
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$100 billion and then it being kind of
open ended as to what it would cost us
to continue to occupy that nation and
keep it under control for some period
of time.

When we project out the deficits
which you said you can see on the hori-
zon, based on the President’s tax cut
and the current state of the economy,
does it anticipate that kind of emer-
gency situation where we would be in-
volved in a war in Iraq or we would be
involved in a long-term occupation?

Mr. CONRAD. I am glad you asked
the question because in these projec-
tions the full cost of a war with Iraq
has not been included. This only antici-
pates proposals the President has al-
ready made on spending and taxes, as
well as an anticipated supplemental to
cover the defense buildup that is cur-
rently underway, but it does not cover
the additional cost of a war. Those
numbers would add to the deficit and
debt I have outlined here.

I might say to my colleague, it is
true the President’s Chief Economic
Adviser said it could cost $100 billion,
perhaps as much as $200 billion. In fact,
if we are engaged in a 5-year occupa-
tion, the Congressional Budget Office
has told us the cost would be in the
range of $250 billion. None of those
numbers are in these projections.

Mr. DURBIN. One last question. I
know the Senator wants to complete
his presentation.

So we can be certain that the baby
boomers are going to arrive in need of
Social Security and Medicare. That is
coming. But we have this uncertainty
when it comes to war and its cost,
which could dramatically increase the
deficit, money taken out of the Social
Security trust fund, just as the baby
boom generation comes of age and ex-
pects their benefits will be paid.

Mr. CONRAD. I don’t know how to
say this in a way that will catch the
attention of my colleagues and catch
the attention of the American people:
We are headed for a train wreck of
enormous proportion. We are headed
for a circumstance in which the head of
the Congressional Budget Office said
we are headed for either unsustainable
debt and an unprecedented tax increase
to 30 percent of gross domestic prod-
uct—that would be a 50-percent tax in-
crease from where we are now—or the
elimination of the rest of Government
as we know it.

That is not a Democrat speaking.
That is the head of the Congressional
Budget Office, who is nominated and
put in place by our Republican col-
leagues. He is telling the truth. The
Comptroller General of the United
States has given us the same warning.
We are headed for a cliff, as a Nation,
as a country.

Let me show you what that cliff is.

This chart shows that the Social Se-
curity trust funds face a cash deficit as
the baby boomers retire. But the words
do not capture what is really going to
happen. “‘Cash deficit” sounds pretty
cold and impersonal—not a very mean-
ingful couple of words.
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But here is what is going to happen.
This chart shows where we are now.
The trust fund is running surpluses.
But in 2017, those surpluses turn to
deficits. It is this money that is being
used now to pay for those tax cuts, to
pay for the defense buildup. But look
what is about to happen. That trust
fund, in 2017, as the baby boomers re-
tire, is going to go cash negative, and
then it is going to go cash negative in
a huge way. It is going to achieve nega-
tive annual cash-flows of over $1 tril-
lion a year.

Is anybody listening? Is anybody pay-
ing attention to where we are headed?
And the President says: Dig the hole
deeper. More tax cuts, tax cuts that
cost hundreds of billions of dollars this
decade but cost trillions of dollars at
the very time this is happening. At the
very time the trust funds go cash nega-
tive, he is saying: Cut the revenue
more—even in the face of increased
spending for defense and homeland se-
curity, even in the face of an attack on
this country, even in the face of the
prospect of war with Iraq, even in the
face of a crisis with North Korea. It is
not responsible. It does not add up. It
is reckless. And it should not go for-
ward.

And it is not just the Social Security
trust fund. Shown on this chart is the
Medicare trust fund. It has exactly the
same pattern. We are running surpluses
now—smaller than the surpluses in So-
cial Security—but look what is going
to happen in 2016. We are going to see,
as the baby boomers retire, the costs
mount geometrically, and the annual
deficits approach $1 trillion in Medi-
care alone.

Is anybody paying attention? Is any-
body thinking about where we are
headed? Is anybody thinking about
what this will mean to a future Con-
gress and a future administration?

Economic growth? Absolutely. Stim-
ulus package? Yes. We ought to take
steps to strengthen the economy now.
That makes sense. But we have to be
very careful about the long-term ef-
fects of what we do because we are
headed for a cliff.

Let me just conclude by saying, there
are other stimulus packages out there
that provide much more stimulus this
year—the Baucus package, the Pelosi
package—in comparison to the Bush
package, but have much lower costs
over the 10 years.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair.

I hope our colleagues will think care-
fully about the consequences of what
we do here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SMITH). The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is my
understanding we have about 10 min-
utes left in morning business on the
Democrat side before the Republicans
have their time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine and
one-half minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair. If
there is no one else on the floor, I
would like to claim that time.

(Mr.
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Mr. President, before Senator
CONRAD leaves, I say to the Senator,
thank you for your presentation. I
hope those who are following this de-
bate will reflect for a moment on what
Senator CONRAD has brought to us this
morning. He is the Democratic ranking
member of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee. I am very proud of the work he
does, and the American people should
be grateful for the time he spends ana-
lyzing these tough issues.

I know at times it must be a lonely
assignment because in this revelry we
have about the President’s tax cut and
the President’s so-called stimulus
package, few people are really reflect-
ing on the overall impact of this pack-
age on our economy.

What Senator CONRAD has told us
this morning is very graphic because
he has pointed out the fact that the
President’s package is fundamentally
unfair, fundamentally unfair, in that
the benefits he is providing for tax ben-
efits are benefits that are, frankly,
going to the wealthiest people in this
country.

The argument has been made on the
Republican side of the aisle that many
people working for a living today are
“not paying taxes.” I actually heard a
Pennsylvania Senator, a Republican,
say: You know, a third of the workers
in America don’t pay taxes. Well, I
wish he would have a little conversa-
tion with those workers who would be
happy to remind him they pay taxes
every single day for every hour they
work. They are payroll taxes, taxes
that come right out of their paycheck.
These are people struggling to keep
their families together, trying to guar-
antee to their kids the same quality of
life we all want to see in America.

The President has forgotten them.
The Republican side of the aisle ap-
pears to have forgotten them. But we
don’t believe they should be forgotten.
These are wage earners who, if given
some resources through tax breaks,
would end up spending that money to
invigorate this economy and to move
us forward again to get us out of this
recession which just won’t go away.

The President’s people like to say:
You mean the Clinton recession? We
inherited that problem.

There is no question but that the sta-
tistics show the beginning of a down-
turn toward the end of the Clinton ad-
ministration. But who would have
guessed we would be stuck in this rut
on the side of America’s economy for
so many months under the Bush ad-
ministration? By now we should have
emerged.

Two years ago, the President said: I
have the perfect formula. I am going to
give you an economic stimulus pack-
age that will bring the economy back.

He persuaded this body and a dozen
Democratic Senators to join him and
vote for a tax package which I opposed,
another tax package designed to cut
taxes on the wealthiest people in
America. As we look back on that deci-
sion, which has added geometrically to
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the debt and deficit with which we are
coping, you have to ask the basic ques-
tions: Did it work? Is America better
today? Is our economy moving for-
ward? The honest answer is no, it
didn’t work.

So the President comes back this
year and says: I have a magic formula
that will move this economy forward,
get us out of the recession, finally
start restoring jobs in America, profit-
ability to businesses, and portfolios
will increase in size.

We say to the President: What is it?

He says: More of the same. Let us
give tax breaks to the wealthiest peo-
ple in America, and I just guarantee
you that it will help.

It doesn’t stimulate the economy. As
Senator CONRAD and others have point-
ed out, most of the benefits the Presi-
dent wants us to enact really won’t
occur for many years to come. So we
are going to give tax breaks to wealthy
people, implemented over a long period
of time, which will not have an imme-
diate impact on this economy. We
know they will have an immediate im-
pact on the deficit and debt of Amer-
ica.

How can we in good conscience say to
the American people that we are going
to ignore the millions in the baby
boom generation who have paid into
Social Security their entire working
lives, who have played by the rules and
followed the law in anticipation that
when they reached eligibility for So-
cial Security, it would be there to help
them? We ignore them if we enact the
President’s so-called stimulus package
because what the President does is cre-
ate a deeper deficit and greater na-
tional debt by borrowing from the So-
cial Security trust fund just as we need
it for the baby boom generation.

President Bush’s economic stimulus
plan betrays the baby boom genera-
tion. At a time when we promised them
Social Security would be strong
enough to provide the benefits for the
baby boomers, the President is taking
hundreds of billions of dollars out of
the Social Security trust fund. It not
only betrays that generation, it be-
trays their children and grandchildren,
who will be saddled with that debt for
yvears and years to come. Is that the
legacy we want to leave? Think about
it.

At this moment in our history, when
we are this close to engaging in a war,
with 130,000 American troops posi-
tioned to invade Iraq, with con-
sequences unpredictable at this mo-
ment, with the ultimate possibility
that we will be occupying that nation,
trying to stabilize it for a long period
of time, the President doesn’t say:
America, come together, unified; be
prepared to sacrifice, stand behind the
men and women in uniform.

He says to us: We can have it all. We
can have our deficit. We can have our
recession. We can have these tax cuts
for wealthy people. We can pay for a
war, and we can take care of Social Se-
curity.
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Who in the world is watching the
store down at the White House? Who is
adding up the numbers? I am afraid
people are not really taking cognizance
of the reality of what we face. For once
can we step back when it comes to tax
cuts and say: Instead of being dedi-
cated to leaving no millionaire behind,
we are not going to leave any middle-
income American behind? Wouldn’t
that be a much better dedication for
this country?

Should we not take those who have
been activated in Illinois and Ohio and
across the Nation in the reserves and
say: What are we doing in our tax
package to help these people who are
giving of their lives and sacrificing for
the Nation? Should we not be providing
tax benefits for them as opposed to the
wealthiest people in America who will
stay home and follow the war in Iraq
on the nightly news?

I say to the President: Simple fair-
ness dictates and the economy requires
us to put a stimulus package together
that is 1 year in duration, that is fair
in terms of the tax benefits so the ma-
jority of benefits go to the majority of
Americans to make certain that what
we do ultimately will stimulate this
economy, will not drive us deeper into
debt, and will not sacrifice the Social
Security trust fund.

If we stick to those principles, we can
have an economic stimulus plan to help
America. Otherwise, we are committed
to a plan the President has already
demonstrated will fail. This plan will
fail, and it will fail at great expense
not only to the baby boom generation
but to their children and grand-
children.

I know some Republicans have said
they have misgivings about this plan.
That is encouraging. It is time we have
an honest bipartisan discussion and say
to the people in the White House: You
have gone too far. You have suggested
something not good for America, some-
thing that is not fair, something that
does not move us forward.

That is the discussion we need. That
is the bipartisan conversation in which
we should be engaged.

Why are we not talking about dedi-
cating our resources and time to things
American families really care about?
In Illinois right now, the No. 1 business
complaint and labor complaint is the
cost of health insurance. The yardstick
by which I will measure the President’s
State of the Union Address is whether
or not he has the political courage to
step up and address this issue. If the
President doesn’t address the cost of
health care in America, he is ignoring
a major business expense and a major
worry for families across the Nation.

He can talk about dividend taxes, tax
breaks of $89,000 a year for million-
aires, but for goodness’ sake, help the
average family pay for their health in-
surance, be sensitive to the fact that
millions of Americans have no health
insurance protection. These are things
real families worry about every single
day. They are not concerned about
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whether or not Bill Gates or his father
have added tax benefits. They want to
know if they can protect their kids, if
they can protect their family with
health insurance.

These are the real issues being ig-
nored by this White House. I sincerely
hope the Senate will not ignore them.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

CRITICAL ISSUES

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we have
heard some strong views, which, of
course, is appropriate for the Senate.
That is what we ought to be doing. We
will always have a difference of view as
to how we approach the problems that
confront us. What we ought to do is ap-
proach some of those problems rather
than stand in disrepair here for an-
other few days and not do anything
with the issues. But we will always
have a difference of view. That is what
it is all about.

It is interesting that the Senator
from Illinois talks about a bipartisan
solution when we have no bipartisan-
ship at all in this Chamber. There can’t
be a word, there has not been a word,
offered about any of these proposals
without criticizing the White House.
You can have a different point of view,
but you don’t always have to criticize
the person who has a different point of
view than you do.

We have a unique situation. We find
ourselves with a difficulty in the Mid-
dle East, the challenge of war there.
We have a challenge in North Korea as
well. We also have an economy that
has slumped. We have to do something
about that. These are quite different
situations than 2 years ago. We have to
do some things that are different.

With respect to the economy, we
need to do something. All I hear is crit-
icism from the other side. I don’t hear
a plan. I don’t hear any proposal. I
don’t see anything happening except
just criticism.

The fact is, we need to have a plan.
The President has put forth a plan. His
plan deals with the issue. Should it be
altered? Could there be changes? Of
course, that is always the case.

The fact is, there is a plan that has
three main goals: To encourage con-
sumer spending that will continue to
boost the economy; to promote invest-
ments by individuals and businesses
that will lead to economic growth and
job creation; and to deliver critical
help to unemployed citizens, which we
have already done to some extent and
need to continue to do.

The difference in point of view, ap-
parently, as my friend from the other
side of the aisle said, is they want to
redistribute income and pass out
money. That is their plan; $300 to ev-
eryone. And they talk about just doing
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it for 1 year. The fact is, what we need
to resolve this problem is more invest-
ment and more jobs. Mr. President,
$300 doesn’t solve a family’s problems;
$300 doesn’t solve anyone’s future. But
a job does, and jobs require investment.
The President’s proposal would speed
up the 2001 tax cuts to increase the
pace of recovery and job creation, en-
courage job-creating investments in
small and large businesses by ending
some of the double taxation and giving
other incentives to invest. These are
the kinds of things that create jobs,
that will help people and provide for
unemployed Americans, which we have
done to some extent.

They talk about not doing anything
immediately. They want to give some-
body $300. Under the President’s pro-
posal to speed up tax relief, 2 million
taxpayers would receive an average tax
cut of over $1,000 in 2003; 46 million
married couples would receive an aver-
age tax cut of $1,700; 34 million families
with children would receive an average
benefit of $1,400; 6 million single
women with children would receive an
average tax cut of over $500 imme-
diately, this year; 23 million small
businesses would receive tax cuts aver-
aging over $2,000, which would help cre-
ate more jobs and continue to move in
the direction we would like.

There is a chart in today’s Wash-
ington Times that compares the $300
with the things the Bush bill would do,
and talking about a single person who
makes an income of, say, $50,000, he
gets more under the Bush plan. But
more importantly, when you have a
married couple, they get more like
$1,700 as opposed to $600 or $300 each.

So we can have a different view as to
how we do this, but two or three things
are important. One is we get the facts
out there as to what is really going to
happen. Two is we have a plan that ap-
plies more than just the distribution
and redistribution of money, and the
other, that would create jobs to stimu-
late the economy. We have seen what
economies can do in terms of deficits.
No one hates deficits worse than I. I
am probably one of the more conserv-
ative spenders here, but I believe when
you have a turndown in the economy,
you have to do some things differently,
particularly when they are coupled
with the problems we have overseas.
But a strong economy will replace that
and we have seen that happen in the
past. The best way to deal with the def-
icit is to have that strong economy and
to get it moving again.

Generally, the President’s growth
and job package provides for a short-
term boost for the economy, creates
jobs, promotes sustained and long-term
economic growth. Accelerating the
2004, 2006 tax rates to 2003 will provide
28 million taxpayers with an average of
$1,100. We don’t hear that when we talk
about it.

Mr. President, again, I respect the
idea that we have different views as to
how to deal with problems. I think it is
very important that we make sure we
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get the facts out and, No. 2, if you dis-
agree with it—and there is a problem
as there is here—that there be an alter-
native, that there be some choices, and
not just full-time criticism.

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

———————

TRIBUTE TO STEVE YOUNG

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, at this
hour in Ohio, final tributes are being
paid to Steve Young. I rise this morn-
ing on the Senate floor to pay tribute
to Steve Young. He is an Ohioan who
dedicated his life to keeping our com-
munities safe and free from crime.
Steve was well known and a well-re-
spected figure in the law enforcement
community; he was elected by his peers
to serve as the national President of
the Fraternal Order of Police. He held
this position until his death from can-
cer last week, on January 9. Steve was
just 49 years old.

Steve Young grew up in Upper San-
dusky, OH, and was a graduate of
Upper Sandusky High School. He
joined the Marion City Police Depart-
ment in 1976 and spent his entire law
enforcement career as an active duty
officer in Marion. It was in Marion that
Steve first became a member of the
FOP, joining lodge 24 in Marion. Steve
later went on to serve as President of
this local lodge in Marion.

Leadership in the law enforcement
community came naturally to Steve as
his hard work and dedication earned
him the respect and admiration of his
peers. Steve went on to become active
in the Ohio State Lodge of the FOP and
served first as Vice President and then
as President of the State FOP, rep-
resenting Ohio’s 24,000 law enforcement
officers. Through the Ohio State
Lodge, Steve helped to create the Ohio
Labor Council. This council created a
model for improved labor-management
negotiations in police forces—a model
that has now been adopted in at least
14 other States.

Mr. President, Members of the Sen-
ate, Steve’s leadership in the Ohio law
enforcement community and his exper-
tise in labor issues earned him a na-
tional reputation. In 2001, after serving
4 years as national Vice President,
Steve was unanimously elected to
serve as the national President of the
FOP. In this capacity, Steve rep-
resented over 300,000 law enforcement
officers nationwide and worked to pro-
tect the interests of our Nation’s fin-
est. This was, I can tell you, a job that
Steve loved and one he did with dignity
and pride.

While Steve Young had an incredibly
successful career with multiple accom-
plishments, I also want to take a few
moments to discuss my personal con-
nection with Steve. I had the privilege
of knowing not just Steve Young the
police officer, but also Steve Young the
man. Steve was a dear friend for many
years. He was someone in whom I had
a great deal of trust, and I was fortu-
nate to be able to call on him as a
trusted advisor.
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Whether it was when I was Lieuten-
ant Governor of Ohio or as a Senator, I
had the opportunity to work with
Steve for many years, and I have relied
on him for advice and counsel. I con-
sulted with Steve regularly on criminal
justice issues, and I must tell you that
his keen insights have helped shape
nearly every piece of criminal justice
legislation I have introduced in the
Senate, and he helped me immensely
when I was Lieutenant Governor car-
rying out the Governor’s criminal jus-
tice agenda. Steve made a lasting im-
pression on law enforcement both in
Ohio and across our Nation. From pen-
sion plans to crime-fighting tech-
nology, Steve’s foresight and vision
have helped bring law enforcement into
the 21st century.

One of the last times I saw Steve, he
was here in Washington in July for a
Judiciary Committee hearing. Fortu-
nately, I had a chance to spend a few
brief moments with Steve. That meet-
ing reminds me again of Steve’s humil-
ity. He was a humble man. He had no
airs about him. He was quiet and, I
must say, self-effacing. He didn’t put
on a show or try to impress people with
his position or his power within the
FOP. People felt comfortable around
Steve because he was comfortable
around them. He liked people and they
liked him back.

At the same time, though, his affable
nature didn’t hide the fact that Steve
Young was also a very strong man,
brave, courageous, fearless, and tough
as nails. After all, Steve Young was a
policeman—exactly the kind of police-
man I would have wanted by my side
when I was a county prosecutor, the
kind of policeman I would have wanted
helping me if I were a victim of a
crime, the kind of policeman I would
have wanted protecting my children
and my grandchildren and my entire
family.

That was Steve Young—a model for
all law enforcement. Because Steve
was sO0 humble and unassuming about
his work and his position as President
of the FOP, many people don’t realize
just how many leaders relied on him
for guidance and counsel. President
Bush listened to him. In fact, the
President called Steve shortly before
his death. I think that shows how much
respect President Bush had for him and
how much he appreciated Steve’s work
and service to our Nation.

As I read through so many of the
tributes written about Steve and spo-
ken about Steve after his death, I was
especially struck by a statement given
by Chuck Canterbury, the FOP’s na-
tional vice president. This is what he
said:

In his 11 years as President of the Ohio
State Lodge, 4 years as national vice presi-
dent, and his all too brief term as national
president, Steve woke up each morning and
went to work for the citizens of Marion City
and the rank-and-file officers in every region
of the country. He was as dedicated a man,
an officer, and a friend as I have ever known.

I could not agree more. This quote il-
lustrates why Steve Young was so spe-
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cial to so many people. He was a hum-
ble, dedicated man who devoted his ca-
reer toward working for the good of his
fellow officers, for the good of Ohio,
and for the good of this Nation.

Steve’s commitment to our commu-
nity was evident in everything he did.
Criminals were caught because of him,
and crimes were, in fact, prevented. He
was a protector. He was a leader. He
was a good, decent, hard-working man
for whom I have great respect and ad-
miration.

As I think about Steve’s short but
full life, I am reminded of a very famil-
iar passage from the Bible, a passage
from St. Paul’s second letter to Tim-
othy in which St. Paul said:

The time of my departure has come. I have
fought the good fight. I have finished the
course. I have kept the faith.

There is no question, Mr. President,
Steve Young fought the good fight. He
finished the course. He kept the faith.
Steve Young lived a life of great
achievement, both public and private,
and we will miss him deeply.

My wife Fran and I extend our heart-
felt sympathy and our prayers to the
entire Young family, especially his
wife, Denise; their sons, Staten and
Steven; his sisters, Gloria, Kay, and
Deborah; and his mother, Lillian. Our
thoughts are also with all the police of-
ficers in Steve’s extended family.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, Steve
Young was a dear friend, an excep-
tional leader and a tireless advocate
for law enforcement officers across the
Nation. There are so many who will
truly miss him, and I am one of them.

With 26 years of law enforcement ex-
perience, in 2001 Steve was elected Na-
tional President of the Fraternal Order
of Police, FOP, the world’s largest or-
ganization of sworn law enforcement
officers with more than 300,000 mem-
bers in over 2,000 local lodges across
the United States. An active police of-
ficer, serving as a Lieutenant in the
Marion City Police Department of Mar-
ion, OH and an FOP member for 26
years, Steve was an innovative leader
in law enforcement issues. Before he
became FOP’s National President,
Steve was the organization’s National
Vice President for 4 years and served as
Ohio’s State FOP President from 1988
to 1999. For the past 15 years he de-
voted much of his time to the Ohio
State Lodge’s Legislative Committee.
He graduated from the 185th Session of
the FBI National Academy.

I was honored to work with Steve and
the Fraternal Order of Police on many
issues affecting rank-and-file law en-
forcement officers. Most recently we
worked closely together in the last
Congress on the top legislative priority
of the FOP, the Law Enforcement Offi-
cers Safety Act. His powerful testi-
mony before the Senate Judiciary
Committee helped enormously as we
worked to move this bill forward. He
told how law enforcement officers are
never ‘‘off-duty,” and described their
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commitment as dedicated public serv-
ants who are trained to uphold the law
and keep the peace. He observed that
whenever there is a threat to the peace
or to our public safety, law enforce-
ment officers are sworn to answer that
call. Steve was dedicated to this legis-
lation because he understood the im-
portance of having law enforcement of-
ficers across the nation armed and pre-
pared when they answer that call, no
matter where, when, or in what form it
comes.

Steve Young inspired me and so
many others with his enduring dedica-
tion to making our communities safer
and protecting the officers who are
sworn to guard and serve the American
public. Law enforcement officers every-
where, and everyone who had the
chance to know him or work with him,
lost a great friend and champion last
night. Our hearts and thoughts and
prayers are with his family and friends
and associates at this time of sadness
over this loss and remembrance of
Steve Young’s life.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

———

THE PRESIDENT’S STIMULUS
PACKAGE

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise today to talk about the President’s
bold and visionary stimulus package,
one that will promote jobs and growth
in our country. One would have to
admit to sleeping for the last 3 years
not to have seen that we have had a
very unstable economy. It has spooked
investors. It has spooked retirees. Peo-
ple do not know what they can count
on to live.

The President has said: I can sit here
and twiddle my thumbs or I can do
something, and I can do something
bold that will do the most for the most
people in our country.

The President did not say: I am going
to only try to help one segment of our
society. He said: I am going to try to
help every segment of our society.
That is why he put forward a very bal-
anced plan and one that certainly will
stimulate the economy.

I wish to talk about the income tax
rate deductions. The income tax rate
reductions were set in the bill that we
passed 2 years ago that cut taxes, prob-
ably one of the largest tax cuts in the
history of America. The bill provided
that over the next 10 years, peobple
would have income tax rate reductions
that would allow them to keep more of
the money they earned. This applies to
every person in America who works—
people who pay taxes at the highest
level and people who do not pay taxes
at all and yet get an earned-income tax
credit, even if they are in the lower
brackets. We want to help every single
segment of working America.

We especially want to help those at
the lower end because we do not want
the many people coming off welfare to
think that their lifestyle and their
ability to live has gone down. That is
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why we have the earned-income tax
credit for the very lowest brackets.
These are people who do not pay taxes.
Their wages are too low to pay taxes,
but we give them an earned-income tax
credit. They get money back to help
them and give them the incentive to
work and to continue working and to
build their working lives so they can
improve their incomes. That is ex-
panded in the tax cuts that are envi-
sioned by the President.

In the marriage penalty, for instance,
we increase the amount one can earn
by $3,000 and still get the earned-in-
come tax credit. That is part of the
President’s plan. That is a bill I have
introduced with Senator EVAN BAYH
that would allow every married couple
to double their standard deduction, and
we would double the 15-percent brack-

et.

That helps people in the 15-percent
bracket stay in the 15-percent bracket
even if they get married to someone
who makes about the same amount of
income as they do. We do not want to
penalize marriage, and we bring for-
ward the marriage penalty reduction to
January 1 of this year under the Presi-
dent’s plan.

We also increase the earned-income
tax credit. That is a very helpful part
of this bill. We also decrease the rates
that every taxpayer pays, from the
lowest to the highest levels, because we
want everyone in America who is work-
ing and paying taxes, and people who
are not paying taxes because they are
not in a bracket, to have more money
in their pockets to spend. We believe
this is good policy. I think the Presi-
dent has been very bold in this.

I will be carrying the marriage pen-
alty part of this bill. I carried the bill
2 years ago when we passed the tax
cuts, and I certainly intend to try to
bring it forward so it takes effect this
year.

Senator BAYH and many others are
cosponsoring this legislation, and I
hope that we can finalize this when we
are talking about the President’s plan.

In addition, the President has sug-
gested that we take away all tax on
dividend income. A lot of people say:
That just helps the rich. Let me talk
about the dividend investment income
part of this tax cut.

A tax cut on investment income par-
ticularly helps the elderly and others
who rely on fixed incomes. More than
half of all dividends go to senior citi-
zens. With such pressures as rising
health care costs, it is certainly crit-
ical that we let them keep more of
their money. These tax cuts will help a
broad cross section of Americans. For
example, almost half of those who re-
ceive dividends have less than $50,000 in
income.

I have talked with senior citizens
who are very concerned that the retire-
ment for which they have prepared, for
which they have saved is not going to
be enough to allow them to cover their
expenses.

Interest rates and dividends are noto-
riously low, and then they are taxed.
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That is because our Tax Code has pro-
moted a tax that is a double tax on
dividends for people who give it and
people who earn it. People who have al-
ready paid taxes on their income take
that money after paying taxes and try
to invest it in the stock market. Com-
panies that have already paid tax on
their income before they distribute
also are hampered from giving dividend
income. There is no incentive for them
to do it because they have to pay tax
on their income before they distribute.
The people who receive it are receiving
money on which they have already paid
taxes. So we have a double taxation to
the corporation, a disincentive to the
corporation to pay dividends, therefore
hurting the people who have invested
and who are trying to prepare for their
own retirement security. This leads to
two unintended consequences.

First, it encourages investors to
focus on returns through stock price
appreciation which are taxed at the
lower capital gains rate. So people are
encouraged to invest in companies that
might be riskier, and in many cases are
riskier, than the more stable dividend-
paying companies. As anyone can see
from the collapse of stock prices in the
high-growth sectors over the past 2
years, the current incentives in the
Tax Code may not lead to the best in-
vestment decisions for people who are
trying to prepare for their own retire-
ment security.

Second, the double taxation of divi-
dends encourages companies to raise
capital by loading up on debt rather
than issuing stock because interest ex-
pense on debt can lower a company’s
taxes while dividend payments do not.
This leads to an increase in highly le-
veraged companies that then become at
a greater financial risk when the econ-
omy slows.

America is increasingly a nation of
investors. Today, one-half of TU.S.
households own stock. That has in-
creased 60 percent since 1989. This is a
good thing. It is good for the people of
our country to say: I am going to try
to make sure I have a retirement secu-
rity for myself and my family. I am
going to do it myself. I am going to
take advantage of the Tax Code where
I can invest in IRAs—and certainly
401(k)s, if one works for a corporation—
to be able to invest tax free while they
are still in the earning mode and then
have something that will be a bigger
nest egg when they retire.

We have encouraged people to invest
for their retirement security, but our
Tax Code today is not helpful. It is not
helping them with interest income de-
ductions. They cannot get any help on
paying taxes on their interest, and cer-
tainly they have to pay full income tax
rates on their dividends from corpora-
tions.

So where do people on fixed incomes
g0? What do they do to try to live and
not go for help to their children or to
the Government? Well, they do not
have many choices right now. That is
why the President is trying to spur the
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economy to encourage corporations to
give dividends rather than going to the
market and borrowing money. It will
make the corporations healthier. It
will encourage people to invest in cor-
porations, thereby increasing the
prices of stocks, which will stabilize
the stock market, which is a key indi-
cator of the economic growth in our
country. It will also allow people to
make these investments and know they
are going to have a better chance of
getting dividends.

If a corporation can pay dividends be-
fore taxes rather than after taxes, they
will have more to distribute and it will
be in their best interest to distribute.
It will be an encouragement. If we pass
this, I am going to be the first person
to stand up and call on corporations to
look at paying dividends instead of sit-
ting on pots full of money or going out
and borrowing in the market. They can
do their part to help the security of our
country by paying dividends, and I en-
courage them to do it. We need to give
them an incentive to do it because
right now it is a disincentive, both for
the corporation and for the recipient of
the dividends.

I also want to bring up another point
that has been raised against the Presi-
dent’s plan, and that is that we do not
do anything for States. I disagree with
that. I think it is absolutely wrong. My
State, like most States in this country,
is looking at lower revenues this year.
My State mostly relies on sales taxes.
We do not have an income tax so we
rely on sales taxes. Everybody who has
read a newspaper in the last 5 months
knows we had a very slow holiday sea-
son. Consumers did not buy as much.
Our retailers are suffering from that.
So when we encourage people to spend
by putting more money in their pock-
ets, that is going to help our States as
well. It is going to increase State reve-
nues. It is a key help for States.

Secondly, in other parts of our appro-
priations bills, we are sending money
to the States. We are sending money to
the States for homeland defense. We
are going to fund our first responders
in our States on a population basis so
that it will be a fair distribution of our
assets at the Federal level to try to
help our States and local governments
deal with protecting our citizens from
domestic terrorism. We want our citi-
zens to have a trained police force and
first responder force. We want our citi-
zens to know that our water supplies
are safe, that our transportation lines
are safe. So we are going to give money
back to the States to help them meet
the needs of our citizens for homeland
defense at the local level.

We are also trying to look at giving
more money to the States in Medicaid.
I am cosponsoring a bill by Senator
ROCKEFELLER that would increase the
Medicaid payments, making sure that
our public hospitals that treat our
Medicaid patients are fully reimbursed
so they can stay in business and so our
health care system will remain a great
health care system for those who can-
not afford it and those who can.



S314

We want to also encourage people to
have health insurance by allowing
more trade associations to give health
insurance options to their members be-
cause small businesses are not able to
afford health care costs. If they are
able to afford them, they are suffering
even more. We are hearing of more
small businesses that are dropping
health care coverage for their employ-
ees because of the high cost of health
care. So we are going to be doing some
things that would benefit the States.

The President’s package is a good
one. It is a bold package, and it is a
package that will stimulate our econ-
omy. If people know they are going to
have money in their pockets, even if it
is next year or the following year, they
can plan. That is the key—being able
to know what the Tax Code is, so peo-
ple can plan accordingly and know
what their savings are going to do.

So I applaud the President. I think
he has been visionary in not sitting
back and saying: I cannot do anything;
we are going to let the market take its
course. He is watching the stock mar-
ket. He is watching the jobless rate. He
is concerned about it. I have talked to
him. He is very concerned about people
who do not have jobs. It is probably the
largest concern he has right now in ad-
dition to national defense and trying to
make sure we make the right decisions
in national defense for the security of
our country. These are the two most
important issues we are facing. So the
President is trying to do something
about them. He is trying to stabilize
the market, give people more money to
spend, and encourage corporations to
make the capital investments that
would create more jobs.

I applaud the President. I am going
to support him, and I am going to do
everything I can to see that we do not
have rhetoric that says this is class
versus class. This is for everyone. This
is for more jobs. It is for more money
to spend for people who are working
and who deserve to keep more of the
money they earn.

I yield the floor.

—————

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time for
morning business be extended until
noon and the time be equally divided in
the usual form with Senators allowed
to speak for up to 10 minutes each.

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

——
HIV/AIDS FUNDING

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise
this morning to draw my colleagues’
attention once again to an issue that is
plaguing our world. That issue, of
course, is the tragic global HIV/AIDS
endemic.

The Los Angeles Times newspaper
ran a particularly heartbreaking piece
this past Sunday that detailed the HIV/
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AIDS crisis in Africa. I will take a mo-
ment to read an excerpt from this arti-
cle, as it paints a very disturbing and
very accurate picture of the reality of
this global HIV/AIDS crisis. This is last
Sunday’s Los Angeles Times:

The mother rises from her deathbed to
bury her baby boy. She slumps in a wheel-
chair borrowed for the occasion, and an el-
derly relative must help hold her head up so
that she can watch the body descend into the
red earth.

The casket is heartbreakingly small, and
though Evelyn Matule weeps for her child,
her eyes are dry. Sickness and despair have
stolen her tears.

Alfred is the second boy Matule has lost in
a year to a disease also racking her body:
AIDS. A toddler’s coffin is mercifully inex-
pensive, but the earlier death left Matule
and her family so strapped that they will
serve only butter sandwiches to the few
guests.

On one side of the boy’s grave in this town-
ship outside the city of Welkom in central
South Africa are fresh heaps of loam, each
new grave marked with numbered aluminum
tags, baby rattles and prescription bottles
for remedies that didn’t save the victims. A
dozen open graves lie to the right. In less
than a month, they will be full.

Mr. President, this is the reality of
AIDS. Today, one in every nine South
Africans—that’s 4.7 million people—has
AIDS. Last year alone, 2.4 million peo-
ple in sub-Saharan Africa died from
AIDS. Furthermore, over 34 million
children worldwide have lost one or
both parents to AIDS or related causes.

As the LA Times article points out,
the City of Johannesburg is expecting
to have 70,000 burials a year by 2010—
that’s up from 15,000 burials just five
years ago.

This is having a huge economic im-
pact on the African Continent, both in
terms of a reduced agricultural capac-
ity and also just in terms of the costs
of burials and funerals. As morbid as it
may sound, there is, quite literally, a
shortage of undertakers and cemetery
space in Africa, and it is adding to an
already tragic health crisis.

As we all know, Mr. President, HIV/
AIDS is a global problem, with a huge
impact and devastating impact in our
own Hemisphere. I have seen it in
Haiti, a nation with the second highest
prevalence of HIV/AIDS in the world—
second only to sub-Saharan Africa. My
wife, Fran, and I have traveled to Haiti
nearly ten times—and we are planning
another trip for next week. We have
seen, first-hand, the devastation of
HIV/AIDS—we’ve seen the children, the
babies, and the families. It is a true
human tragedy.

An estimated 300,000 Haitians—and
that is out of a population of only 8
million—are currently living with
AIDS. According to the Centers for
Disease Control projections, Haiti will
experience up to 44,000 new HIV/AIDS
cases this year. That is at least 4,000
more than the number expected in the
United States, a nation with a popu-
lation nearly 35 times larger than Hai-
ti’s.

This disease is having a profoundly
devastating impact on Haitian chil-
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dren. Already, estimates suggest that
HIV/AIDS has orphaned 163,000 children
in Haiti, a number expected to sky-
rocket to between 323,000 to 393,000 over
the next 10 years. Haiti also continues
to suffer from an unbelievably high
HIV transmission rate from mother to
child, and, of course, two-thirds of the
infants born with the disease, we know,
will die within the first year.

This truly is a tragedy because we
know that the transmission of HIV
from mother to child can be substan-
tially reduced with proper counseling
and proper medication. The reality is
that millions of children are dying, and
we can do something about it. We must
do something about this.

I was pleased, to join my friend and
colleague from Illinois, Senator DUR-
BIN, in leading an effort to show the
Senate Appropriations Committee our
support for increasing funds to combat
this horrible disease. In a letter to the
Committee signed by fourteen fellow
Senators, we have asked for the full ap-
propriation of $236.4 million in addi-
tional FY03 funds to fight global AIDS.
This would bring our nation’s total 2003
AIDS spending level to $1.5 billion—
that’s a 50 percent increase over 2002
levels.

Furthermore, I look forward to work-
ing with Majority Leader FRIST and
Senator SANTORUM in the coming
months to not only increase our over-
all contribution to fight global AIDS,
but to work to ensure that our funds
are being spent in the most efficient
and effective ways.

At the end of the day, I believe that
all of us in this Chamber are working
toward the same objective—and that is
to alleviate the continued suffering
caused by this epidemic.

Quite simply, we have a moral obli-
gation to do so, and I believe we must
show the leadership by tackling the
problem in our backyard and around
the world. I thank all of my colleagues
who have come to this Chamber in the
past to talk about this issue and show
their support for dealing with this
problem. We must continue to act. I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

———

THE PRESIDENT’S STIMULUS
PLAN

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I come
to the floor this morning to speak once
again on last week’s proposals by the
President with regard to the so-called
stimulus plan. I think this is one of the
very most important things we need to
be debating right here on the Senate
floor.

As the President and most of the
Members of the Senate know, we just
had another announcement of unem-
ployment last week. We are at an 8-
year high, 6 percent. We lost another
100,000 jobs in December. The number
of people who are going on long-term
unemployment without unemployment
benefits is roughly 100,000 a week. Our
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capacity utilization is about 74 or 75
percent, well below historic averages.
There is a real problem in our econ-
omy. We do not seem to put together
our actions and our words.

I have heard some of my colleagues
label the President’s so-called stimula-
tive program an economic sedative
package. I don’t know whether it is a
sedative or not, but in my view it bor-
ders on antigrowth, antijob. It cer-
tainly is anti-State.

Without any question, from most
people’s perspectives, it has some seri-
ous distributional issues. If you believe
rising tides 1lift all boats, one wonders
why we are targeting all of this stim-
ulus, a significant portion of these ben-
efits, to a very narrow segment of
America’s population.

Finally, maybe the most serious
issue, it is reckless if you look at it in
the long-term fiscal context. We are
talking about taking another almost $1
trillion out of the fiscal flows that our
Federal Government will receive to
fund tax cuts and fund them at a time
when we are approaching a war in the
Middle East, when we have serious
international challenges in North
Korea, we have a tremendous need to
make sure that our people here at
home are secure. Homeland defense we
hear talked about and talked about,
and then we are not necessarily pro-
viding the resources to the first re-
sponders to make it happen.

Whether it is a sedative program or
not, I think it is close. I don’t think it
is a stimulus. I don’t think it is fair. I
actually think it is reckless and impru-
dent with regard to our long-run fiscal
health.

Let me go through a few points be-
cause I gave a rather lengthy speech
last week with regard to a lot of these
elements, and in more depth. That is in
the RECORD. But I think it is important
we have a repeated focus on the need to
get stimulus into our economy and get
our economy growing again, and I
don’t think this does it.

First of all, 90-plus percent of this
program gets implemented after 2003.
The need in the economy is today—the
people who are losing their jobs or have
lost their jobs, and see the weakness in
the economy. It is today. Again, 190,000
jobs were lost in the last 2 months. The
President has talked about creating
only 190,000 new jobs in 2003. I think
that speaks to how much focus is in
the near term. I think it is absolutely
essential to get going.

But that is not the real issue. Well
over 50 percent of this program is in
the dividend exclusion. Dividend exclu-
sion puts money into a targeted, nar-
row segment of the American popu-
lation in serious proportions. I will get
to the fairness issue in a little bit. But
the most undermining element of this
program is it does something very sim-
ple; it takes cash off the balance sheets
of corporations. If corporations are
going to invest in jobs, if they are
going to sustain jobs, if they are going
to invest in new plant and equipment,
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how do they do that? They do it with
the resources they have on their bal-
ance sheet. That is cash. That is what
they have to have when they go to the
bank to extend their ability to invest.
That is how business works. If we are
going to take cash away from corpora-
tions, how are they going to invest in
growing America’s economy?

Sure, some of the dividends are going
to go through a process that then will
allow them to trickle back into the
economy somehow or another. Some
economic theorists say we will have
more particular focus or the best rate
of return investments, but the fact is,
our corporations are going to have less
money to be able to expend on driving
our economy. That is antigrowth. It is
very clear and very simple. I believe
this is its major flaw, given that this is
the centerpiece of this argument the
President is making.

The third piece is also very clear. Our
States are in fiscal distress. Everybody
knows it. I am sure the Presiding Offi-
cer knows his State is suffering from
fiscal strain as well as anyone else. 1
know he has a high unemployment
rate. I am sure the Medicare rolls are
growing as is the need for charity care
in our hospitals. Our school systems
are stretched to meet mandates that
we put down, the Federal Government,
whether it is special education, IDEA,
or now the Leave No Child Behind Act.

The fact is, we here in Washington
put requirements on our States and
they are running very large deficits.
They have a constitutional responsi-
bility to not run deficits, to run bal-
anced budgets. So what are they doing?
They are raising taxes. In the State of
New Jersey, we just raised our property
taxes. In some areas it is a 15-percent
increase, in some a 2- or 3-percent in-
crease, but the average is 7-percent in-
creases. That goes to the middle class.
Those are the people who actually need
it and, by the way, are getting vir-
tually nothing out of this dividend ex-
clusion.

Here we have rising property taxes or
cuts in services at our State level: $950
billion is the cumulative deficits of our
State governments as we approach this
coming year, and that is a major
league drag on our economy. We are
only putting in about $650 billion from
this package that the President has
proposed. I say that is antigrowth.

For the reasons I have discussed, this
is a bad plan with regard to whether
you are stimulating the economy or
whether you are doing what the White
House says, trying to create a growth
plan. There is no way it is going to be
stimulative when we are emphasizing
raising taxes at the State and local
level because the Federal Government
is not accepting its responsibility when
we are taking all this cash off the bal-
ance sheets of corporations that would
be reinvested in the economy and when
we are putting so little money into this
year.

For all those reasons, this is clearly
either a sedative or, I think even more
seriously, an antigrowth problem.
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On the fairness issue, you don’t have
to be into class warfare to say it is
going to a very narrow segment of the
economy. Let me give some statistics.
The 10-year benefit of this proposal the
President laid down, for people who
make $1 million or more, is $900,000.
That is what it is over 10 years.

For people, at least in New Jersey,
who sort of consider themselves in the
middle class, those earning $75,000 to
$100,000 in adjusted gross income, the
benefit is $18,500. That is 2.5 percent of
what is going to the people at the top.

If you were in the more national av-
erage of what middle class is, the
$30,000 to $40,000 range, it is $3,500 over
10 years.

And if you are one of those strug-
gling at the bottom of our income
classes—you are under $20,000—this is
worth $50 over 10 years because you
don’t get the child tax credit the Presi-
dent is talking about. You didn’t pay
taxes. It doesn’t mean anything to
those people who would spend the
most. It is not a refundable child tax
credit, marriage penalty, all those
things—they don’t apply here. So we
are leaving out broad swaths of our na-
tional population as we deal with how
you are going to distribute this.

By the way, one wonders how many
of our men and women who are going
to the Middle East to surround Iraq,
who sit on the border of North Korea,
the 37,000 American troops, are going
to benefit from a dividend tax exclu-
sion. I find it very doubtful. In fact, I
am going to come back to the floor
with some very precise numbers.

What we are doing is rewarding those
who are already doing well. And there
is nothing bitter about people doing
well. There were more millionaires
made in the 1990s than there were at
any time in the history of the country.
But what we are talking about is just
simple fairness. By the way, the people
who are in the middle class and strug-
gling to make ends meet in this coun-
try are the people who will spend
money and drive the economy. They
fill up that excess capacity.

There is a major fairness issue that
once again ties to economic growth. I
think we have an antigrowth package
here, and it is pretty clear by any sim-
ple analysis of who spends money and
drives the economy.

Finally, you can’t get away from the
serious considerations of long-term un-
dermining of our fiscal health. We are
going to put ourselves into a bad posi-
tion. We already have taken $5.5 tril-
lion off projected estimates of where
our budget will be 10 years out—just,
by the way, at the time the baby
boomers are retiring and Medicare and
Social Security will be at their great-
est stress points. We are running defi-
cits that are growing and growing and
growing, and they are going to con-
tinue to grow. We are making that
process worse. It is not $675 billion, be-
cause you have to put the interest
against what you pay. That is another
$300 billion over 10 years.
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I know people are going to talk about
dynamic scoring. I tried to deal with
this by speaking to why I think this is
antigrowth. The fact is, we are not put-
ting money in the hands of people who
will turn around and spend it, and
those estimates I think are risky to
make. The fact is, we are putting in
place a serious undermining of the rev-
enues of this country at a time when
we are talking about going to war. It is
impossible to understand, in my mind,
how we can take such an imprudent
step of undermining the fiscal health of
this country at a moment in time when
the American people expect us to be
protecting them, expect us to be sup-
porting those people who are out there
defending us, to make sure they have
the equipment and all the kinds of
things that will make a difference.

We are talking about a tax cut that
goes almost entirely to the very high
income people in this country. That is
not class warfare. That is just telling it
like it is with respect to how we are
shaping our economic policy in this
country. I think it has failed. I think it
will fail. I hope we can have a real de-
bate here on the floor of the Senate
about how we can get our economy
going. I think it is great that the
President recognizes we have a prob-
lem. He clearly believes that. He
changed his whole economic team and
came out with a second stimulus plan.
We need to get this economy moving so
that it supports our national economic
health here at home. That is not being
done by this program. It is a sedative
program, if not worse. It is antigrowth.
It is certainly a mistake, and I hope I
can come up with some of these figures
just thinking about how many of our
military men and women are going to
benefit from a tax exclusion on divi-
dends. I think it is misplaced. I think
the American people know it is mis-
placed.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

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

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

————

THE MICHIGAN CASE

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I read
with interest today that the adminis-
tration currently is considering what
to do with regard to the so-called
“Michigan case’ before the Supreme
Court. This is a watershed moment for
the administration. They must decide
whether they are for civil rights and
diversity or not. They must make a
very important choice, and whether or
not they make the right choice depends
in large measure on what happens in
this particular case. Over the last sev-
eral weeks we have heard the Repub-
lican leadership talk about how this is
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a changed party, and how Republicans
have had a change of heart. To a cer-
tain extent, we know they have had a
change of face. The question is whether
or not this is truly a change of heart.

I was concerned with leadership com-
ments made over the weekend, that
while additional dialog may be impor-
tant, there really wouldn’t be a change
in policy. There would be no change in
policy on affirmative action, or on a
number of issues relating directly to
diversity. My hope is there may be a
change of heart on hate crimes. We
have had that vote over and over and
faced Republican filibusters. I hope at
a very early date we will have an op-
portunity to see whether there has
been a change of heart.

I can’t think of a better occasion for
Congress and for the Republican lead-
ership to be clear about their change of
heart, than to support, for the first
time, the hate crimes legislation.
There certainly was not a change of
heart when it came to judicial nomina-
tions.

Once again, almost immediately fol-
lowing these laudatory comments
made by the Bush administration and
our Republican colleagues toward civil
rights leaders and the civil rights
movement, the administration turned
around and said now we are going to
renominate Judge Pickering and re-
nominate Judge Owen for the second
highest court in the land. There is no
change of heart there. There is no indi-
cation of a willingness to change past
practices or policies.

If President Bush chooses to oppose
the University of Michigan case, he
calls into question the very commit-
ment he claims to have made with re-
gard to expanding opportunity for Afri-
can Americans and for Hispanic and
Native American students. All of us
will be left to draw one conclusion. All
of those words about promoting edu-
cational opportunity will have been
just that. They will have been words.

Today’s reports indicate the debate
in the White House isn’t about what
decision to make. It appears they have
already done that. It appears they will
oppose the University of Michigan’s ef-
fort to boost African American, His-
panic, and Native American enroll-
ment. It seems, instead, the question
they are struggling with is how to de-
scribe that decision.

If they put the weight of John
Ashcroft’s Department of Justice
against the University of Michigan’s
diversity efforts, there is only one way
to describe that decision: It is a slap in
the face to America’s minority stu-
dents and to the colleges that seek not
only to educate America but to reflect
America’s diversity.

Today is Dr. Martin Luther King’s
birthday. Had an assassin’s bullet not
taken his life, he would be 74 years old
today; he might very well still be with
us. Because of hatred and intolerance,
he is not. But his words still are with
us.
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In 1948, at Morehouse College, he dis-
cussed the purpose of a college edu-
cation. He said:

The complete education gives one not only
power of concentration, but worthy objec-
tives upon which to concentrate.

He said:

The broad education will, therefore, trans-
mit to one not only . . . accumulated knowl-
edge . .. but also the accumulated experi-
ence of social living.

If the administration chooses to
stand against the University of Michi-
gan, I fear they will be encouraging a
decision that would deny tens of thou-
sands of minority students that knowl-
edge and deny millions of American
students that experience.

——

THE PRESIDENT’S TAX PLAN

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I also
want to comment, if I have another
moment, on the recklessness of this ad-
ministration in considering economic
policy. The extraordinary recklessness
of offering a tax plan, that has yet to
be unveiled but was certainly outlined
by administration officials, leaves me
with a great deal of concern and I
think ought to be a source of anxiety
for the American people.

The President has said we need stim-
ulus. Yet the plan he has outlined has
almost no stimulative value at the
very time when it is required. We lost
190,000 jobs in November and December.
Mr. President, 190,000 jobs were lost.
There are 190,000 families unemployed.
That was just in the last 2 months of
last year. And 2.2 million Americans
have lost their jobs since the President
was sworn in.

The Wall Street Journal, the other
day, noted you have to go back decades
to find an economic record as serious
and, in many respects, as dislocating to
working families as this one. Yet the
President’s so-called stimulus plan pro-
vides for 190,000 jobs in the remaining
11 months of this year. That is their
figure. That is what they say they will
generate. For the next 11 months, they
will generate the same number of jobs,
under their plan, that they lost in the
last 2 months of last year.

How, in Heaven’s name, can anyone
suggest that is a stimulus? In fact, by
their own acknowledgement, over 91
percent of whatever stimulative value
there is in what the President has pro-
posed does not take place until next
year and the year after that.

So, No. 1, it fails with a capital letter
F with regard to its stimulus value and
its stimulus potential as we look at re-
viving the economy at the end of Janu-
ary of the year 2003.

The second question is: How fair is a
plan of this kind? We are told we have
226,000 millionaires. We have 92 million
people who fit the income category of
$50,000 a year or less. Mr. President, 92
million Americans are in that cat-
egory. And 226,000 are in the million-
aire category in our country today.

Yet, under the President’s plan, $20
billion goes to the 226,000 people; $15
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billion goes to the 92 million people.
How that can be described in any way,
shape, or form as fair is something I
can’t answer, something I hope the ad-
ministration tries to answer.

Also, there is a real question of fair-
ness when it comes to sacrifice in this
country. I have heard my colleagues—
I know the Senator from Illinois and
others, the Senator from Nevada—talk
about the fairness question this morn-
ing. I think of fairness in a different
context: not only economic but in the
commitment to the country.

We are asking young men and women
to go to the Persian Gulf and put their
lives on the line, perhaps in the next
few weeks. We are asking them to sac-
rifice, perhaps their lives, for this
country. How in the world can we ask
them to sacrifice their lives and turn
around and tell every millionaire in
this country: You get an $89,000 tax
break at the same time—at the same
time—not only this year but next year
and next year and the year after that?

Where is the sacrifice? Where is the
fairness? How, in Heaven’s name, can
we possibly look at one of those young
troops in the face and say, you are
going to sacrifice, but don’t ask those
who have wealth to do so?

There is also the economic question.
If we are going to give a tax break to
anybody, maybe we ought to give it to
those who are asked to defend this
country. If anybody deserves one, they
do. Their incomes are maybe $20,000 a
year. We have not calculated what lit-
tle, if any, tax relief they are going to
get, but here they are sitting in the
Persian Gulf with little or no tax ben-
efit at the very same time these 226,000
millionaires get $89,000 a year.

Certainly the ‘‘Leave No Millionaire
Behind Act” is an appropriate title for
the President’s proposal. We are not
leaving one millionaire behind.

There is also the question of reck-
lessness. What makes this all the more
troubling is that we are borrowing the
money. Every dollar is borrowed so
that we can turn right around and give
it out in the form of fat checks to fat
cats. It does not make sense. It does
not make sense when you recognize
that this is going to have a huge fiscal
effect on every State in the country.

We have a deficit in South Dakota, a
deficit that is unusual for our State.
There are deficits in virtually every
State. We are told the accumulated
State deficits are now about $90 billion.
And we are told this is going to exacer-
bate that debt by anywhere from $5 to
$10 billion more.

So from the point of view of reckless-
ness, I cannot imagine how anything
could be more reckless than borrowing
almost $1 trillion, when you calculate
the interest costs associated with this
tax plan, robbing Social Security and
Medicare, and exacerbating the prob-
lems at the State level. This is not
right. This ought not be done.

I am encouraged by some of the pub-
lic comments made by many of our Re-
publican colleagues with regard to
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their concern about this particular
package of tax proposals.

I think anyone would have a right to
ask: Well, what do the Democrats sup-
port? What is our plan? Our plan is
very simple. It has five components.

The first is that it has to be imme-
diate. We believe that if you are going
to stimulate the economy in 2003, you
ought to have policies that stimulate
the economy in 2003, not 2004, 2005, or
2006.

We think it ought to be for 1 year.
Let’s focus on this year. If we need an-
other stimulus in 2004 or 2005, let’s
focus on it in 2004 or 2005, but let’s
limit what we are going to do now to
this year because we know we need it
now—not a year from now but now.

Third, let’s target it to where we can
do the most good, not only from a fair-
ness point of view but from an eco-
nomic point of view. Virtually every
single economist says, if you want to
make sure you get the biggest bang for
the buck, put it in the hands of those
who will spend it, not in the hands of
those who will save it. So we want to
target these resources from a fairness
point of view as well as from an eco-
nomic clout point of view by ensuring
that those in the middle incomes,
$50,000 and $60,000 a year, get the ben-
efit.

Fourth, we ought to make this a fis-
cally responsible proposal. How is it
fiscally responsible that we would bor-
row nearly $1 trillion at a time when
we are already $200- to $300-billion in
debt? How is that fiscally responsible?

Let’s limit the fiscal exposure. Keep-
ing it for 1 year and in targeting the
benefits, that is exactly what we can
do.

Then finally, let’s recognize that the
States are in a very serious fiscal con-
dition today, perhaps the worst fiscal
condition they have been in, we are
told, in 70 years. Let’s ensure that we
work with the States and create the
kind of fiscal partnership that is re-
quired.

So there you have it—helping the
States; limiting the fiscal exposure;
targeting the benefits; ensuring that
we do it this year; and making sure
that it is immediate. Those principles
will serve us well. I urge my colleagues
on a bipartisan basis to adopt them.

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

Mr. DASCHLE. I am happy to yield.

Mr. REID. I listened closely to the
Senator’s speech on civil rights. I ask
the Senator if there appears to be a
pattern developing from our friends on
the other side of the aisle? You will re-
call last year there were efforts made,
and I don’t know if they have dropped
those efforts but it was spread through
all the papers in the country that they
were going to change title IX. That is
the ability for women to be involved in
sports. We had tremendous difficulty
last year and the year before trying to
get up the hate crimes legislation. We
were stopped from doing that.

There is no group that is hurt more
than minorities with not funding edu-

S317

cation the way it should be funded.
Here on the floor the last few days it
has been brought out that 34 percent of
African-American teenagers are with-
out jobs. These are kids who want to
work.

We passed voter reform. Who is af-
fected more than anyone else by our
not funding that? The President prom-
ised us he would fund it. It has not
come yet. The minority communities
throughout America are affected by
that.

The minimum wage, who is affected
more? Women and minorities.

And finally, judges. We know the Ju-
diciary Committee turned down one
judge they thought had a very bad civil
rights record. We have him leading the
pack of renominations that have come
forward.

I ask the leader, does there appear to
be a pattern here, with just the few
things I mentioned while the Senator
was speaking, I jotted those down.
Does there appear to be a pattern here
that this administration is not con-
cerned about women and other minori-
ties?

Mr. DASCHLE. I would say to the
distinguished Senator from Nevada
that one would conclude there is a pat-
tern. I was hopeful, given the Presi-
dent’s public comments last month,
that maybe that pattern would be bro-
ken, that maybe their words would be
supported by their actions. But every-
thing that has happened since the
President uttered those words has been
contrary to those words—the renomi-
nation of Judge Pickering, the unwill-
ingness to commit the resources on
education, at least so far, the unwill-
ingness to support hate crimes.

Now we get the public report in the
papers and in the media this morning,
a determination to oppose the Michi-
gan case on matters of educational di-
versity.

There is, without a doubt, a pattern.
That pattern stands in stark contrast
to the rhetoric. Rhetoric means noth-
ing if actions do not support it. Unfor-
tunately, so far, the rhetoric has
meant nothing.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SUNUNU). The Senator from Utah.

(Mr.

—————

THE ECONOMY

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I have
listened with some interest to the
Democratic leader outline the Demo-
cratic attitude with respect to the
economy and what needs to be done. I
think a few comments in response are
in order.

I detect a particular misunder-
standing in all of this debate on the
part of the Democratic leader and some
others on his side of the aisle. It is a
misunderstanding that is understand-
able but one that needs to be cleared
up.

He talks about jobs that have been
lost and jobs that will be created as if
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the Government creates jobs. The Gov-
ernment cannot create jobs. If the Gov-
ernment could wave its magic legisla-
tive wand and in that process create
jobs and prosperity, every government
would do it. Every President, Repub-
lican or Democrat, every Congress, Re-
publican or Democrat, if it had the
ability by legislation to create jobs,
would do it.

The fundamental problem that gets
overlooked is that prosperity does not
come as a result of government action.
Prosperity comes as a result of activity
on the part of individuals operating in
a free economy. Because our economy
is arguably the freest in the world, it is
also the most productive in the world,
creates the greatest amount of wealth
and the greatest number of jobs.

If you want to go someplace where
the hand of government is considerably
heavier than it is here and see the re-
sult of it, go to Europe where they do
many of the things that our Demo-
cratic friends think have to be done
and, in the process, hold down the en-
trepreneurial spirit of the economy to
such an extent that the net creation of
jobs in Europe over significant periods
of time is zero. Statistically if you
want to get a job in Europe, somebody
has to retire because that job has to be
vacated before you can step into it.
They do not know how to create new
jobs and new economic activity.

We complain about the state of the
American economy and, indeed, we are
in what Chairman Greenspan has ap-
propriately called ‘‘a soft patch.” But
we need only look at other economies
around the world to see how much
more trouble they are in with more
regulation, more taxation, and more
governmental interference in the econ-
omy than we have.

The other misunderstanding that we
get in all of these arguments about
fairness is that somehow the economy
is static or, as the mathematicians
would say, a sum zero game. A sum
zero game is a game in which for one
side to win a point, the other side must
lose a point. So you take one point lost
and one point gained and add them up,
and they add up to zero.

The assumption is that if a million-
aire earns a dollar, it has somehow
been taken out of the pockets of the
poor. If one segment of the economy
prospers, it has somehow been at the
expense of another segment of the
economy. It is a sum zero game.

So the Democratic leader is saying:
It is not fair for Americans to be called
upon to go to the gulf in a war cir-
cumstance while other Americans are
earning $1 million, as if there were any
connection whatsoever between those
two activities.

Indeed, if Americans are not pros-
pering on the economic side, there isn’t
any money to pay governmental sala-
ries on the governmental side, whether
for the military, civil service, or our
own staff. The only reason we can re-
ceive salaries here, either as Members
of Congress or our staff, is not because
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Government has created these jobs; it
is because hard-working Americans
have created enough wealth that tax-
ation of that wealth can produce
enough money to pay our salaries. We
do not contribute directly to the
growth of the economy, except as we
maintain policies that allow those who
do contribute to move in a free-market
situation. Government can stifle
growth. We can see that among the Eu-
ropeans and, to a greater degree, in the
former Communist countries, govern-
ment can stifle growth.

But government cannot  create
growth. Government cannot create
wealth. Again, if government could cre-
ate wealth, every government would do
it. Historically, wealth is created by
two things. No. 1, accumulated capital,
and then its wise use. If you are in a
situation where no one can accumulate
any capital, you are not going to have
any growth and you are not going to
have any wealth. But if you have a cir-
cumstance where people can accumu-
late capital and use that capital wise-
ly, then you are going to have growth.

The second ingredient that must be
there besides accumulated capital is
risk taking. There is no wealth created
unless somebody takes a risk some-
where along the way. Economics is
about incentives.

What is President Bush’s program de-
signed to do? It is designed to increase
the incentives to create wealth. The
Democratic plan would diminish the
incentives to create wealth. They
might end up with what they would
consider ‘‘total fairness’—in other
words, everybody would be equally pov-
erty stricken and, by definition, that is
fair, but nobody would be better off.

We have to ask the fundamental
question as we are dealing with eco-
nomic policy: What will produce the
greatest amount of growth in the
American economy? What will produce
the greatest amount of wealth within
the American borders? That is a very
different kind of question than the
Democrats want to ask. That is a very
different kind of circumstance than
they want to address. But at the base,
if there is no creation of wealth, if
there is no growth in the economy,
there are no tax revenues, there is no
money to distribute to all of the pro-
grams we all love so much and that we
want to deliver home to our constitu-
ents.

It all comes down, fundamentally, to
the sound nature of the economy itself.
Once again, the two absolute essentials
for economic growth are, No. 1, accu-
mulated capital and, No. 2, rewards for
risk taking. Let me give you a very
simple, fundamental demonstration
that comes out of a program that I
have supported as long as I have been
in the Senate and that many people
around here support but many others
know nothing about it. It is called the
microloan program.

This is a real-life example that illus-
trates what I am talking about. A
woman in a Third World country was
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living on absolutely subsistence wages.
She got paid every day at the end of
the day, just barely enough to keep her
alive. She could not accumulate any
wealth because she was not paid
enough to save anything and she could
not carry her salary from day to day.
She was living under absolute subsist-
ence conditions. Under the microloan
program, enough money was made
available to her in the form of a loan,
accumulated capital. She didn’t think
of it as accumulated capital, but that
is what it was. Someone had accumu-
lated enough capital that they could
loan her enough money to buy two
chickens, a rooster and a hen. Out of
those two chickens, representing accu-
mulated capital, she began an egg busi-
ness. She took a risk and somebody
else took a risk in making her the
loan. She took a risk. She got ahold of
some accumulated capital and she
began her own business. Today, that
woman employs a fairly significant
number of other women, and that
woman proudly says: I have sent my
child to college. No member of our
family has ever gone to college in the
history of the family. But because of
the start I got with those two chick-
ens—representing accumulated cap-
ital—and the risk I took to start that
business—the incentive was there to
take the risk—mow we have created
enough wealth that not only is my
family prospering, other people are em-
ployed, and my children have edu-
cational opportunities that no member
of our family has ever had.

Now, we don’t have such an example
here in America because, frankly, no
one in America lives at the level of
poverty at which she lived. We don’t
have that kind of example. But the
principles are still there. If you can get
people to accumulate capital—that is,
not spend it all—and then use it wisely
to create wealth, you will have a pros-
perous economy with many people
working, paying taxes, and producing
ultimately the Kkind of wherewithal
that we need here to fund all the pro-
grams that we all love so much.

So the arguments we are getting over
the President’s economic plan ignore
the fundamental question: Will this
program produce growth in the econ-
omy, accelerated growth in the econ-
omy, over time? If the answer is yes,
then we should do it. If the answer is
no, then we should not. It is as simple
as that. The arguments based on a zero
sum game mentality are that it is not
right for this person to prosper if this
one doesn’t. It is not right for this
woman to have these two chickens if
there is somebody else who doesn’t, so
let’s make sure nobody gets any extra
chickens. This is shortsighted and it
hurts everybody. If the economy as a
whole is growing, that is longheaded,
and it helps everybody.

As I have said before, during the
1990s, when things were booming,
Chairman Greenspan came before the
Banking Committee on which I sit—
and also the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, which if we can ever resolve
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the organizational problems here, at
some future point I will chair—and
Chairman Greenspan was asked two
questions. The first question I asked
him. I said:

In this time of boom, Mr. Chairman, can
we assume that the business cycle has been
repealed and that there will never be a pe-
riod of bust?

He smiled a little wryly and said:

No, Senator, we have not repealed the busi-
ness cycle, and the bust is coming.

Now, it is not coming because of gov-
ernment. It was not coming because we
did something on the Senate floor. It
came because the business cycle always
comes through a series of cir-
cumstances that I will describe in an-
other speech on the floor. But the
downturn that we had at the end of the
boom was virtually inevitable, and to
blame anybody in government for it is,
frankly, political opportunism. The
polls show that most Americans under-
stand that. They don’t buy the class
warfare arguments that have been
raised saying it was Bush’s election
that caused the downturn. It was
caused by the excesses of the nineties.
The downturn is a correction of those,
and in the long term it is a healthy
kind of thing.

The second question
Greenspan was asked was:

In this time of boom, who is benefiting the
most?

The Senator who asked that ques-
tion, obviously, had the answer already
in his mind. The answer that he was
going to give was the same answer we
heard on the floor from the Democratic
leader—that the people benefiting the
most from this boom are the people at
the top because, look, statistically, at
all the money they are getting. This
assumes the money went directly into
their pockets and just stayed there.

Chairman Greenspan surprised the
Senator by giving a different answer.
He said: There is no question that in
this time of prosperity, in this time of
boom, in this time when things are
going well, the people who are bene-
fiting the most are the people at the
bottom. They can find jobs because the
money is there investing in new busi-
ness, the money is there investing in
new opportunities, and jobs are avail-
able. They do not depend on welfare
checks anymore because they can earn
money for themselves.

The greatest welfare benefit we can
give anybody is a job. If the economy
starts to slow down, who will get hurt
the most? We have seen it. The people
at the bottom. Yes, we need to do un-
employment insurance, and we did.
Yes, we need to do things to take care
of them temporarily, and we have. But
ultimately the best thing we can do for
them is to get the economy growing
again at the kind of rates we experi-
enced after the Reagan tax cut in the
early eighties and that we experienced
in the tech boom in the midnineties.

If we can get the economy growing in
that direction again, the people at the
bottom will benefit far more than if we

Chairman
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take a shortsighted 1l-year focus at-
tempt to redistribute wealth. That is
why the Bush proposal is a serious pro-
posal. Should it be changed? I do not
know. Should it be debated and chal-
lenged? Absolutely. Should we be pre-
pared to make changes if, during that
debate and challenge, we decide some-
thing else needs to be done? Of course.
But should it be dismissed out of hand
just because it is long-term in its view
and replaced with a short-term, stop-
gap ‘‘let’s take care of this year and
not worry about the future’ sort of
plan?

If we were to do that, Mr. President,
who would get hurt the most? And the
answer, of course, is the people at the
bottom.

If we were to take the principles laid
out by the Democratic leader as our
guiding principles in economic policy,
the people at the bottom would be the
ones who would suffer. The best thing
we can do for them, the best thing we
can do for our children, the best thing
we can do for our Government is to see
to it that the entire economy grows in
a strong, long-term, stable fashion.
That is the principle that has guided
the Bush team in their proposal, and
that is the principle that should guide
the Congress as it debates and analyzes
that proposal.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to
10 minutes this morning.

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

————

OFFICE OF TOTAL INFORMATION
AWARENESS

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, as the
Senate moves to the spending bill, I
rise to discuss briefly an amendment I
will be offering. It is an amendment I
discussed with colleagues on both sides
of the aisle. It is an amendment that
would limit the scope of the Office of
Total Information Awareness. This is a
program that is now being directed by
retired Admiral John Poindexter, the
former National Security Adviser to
former President Reagan. It is one that
raises a number of important issues
that have arisen in our country since
the horrific events of 9/11.

Given the fact that our country is en-
gaged in fighting a war against an
enemy without boundaries, clearly we
must, as a Nation, take steps that con-
stantly strive to balance the rights of
our citizens against the need to protect
the national security of our Nation.

My concern is the program that has
been developed by Mr. Poindexter is
going forward without congressional
oversight and without clear account-
ability and guidelines. That is why I
think it is important for the Senate, as
we reflect on the need to fight ter-
rorism while balancing the need to pro-
tect the rights of our citizens, to em-
phasize how important it is a program
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such as this be subject to congressional
oversight and that there be clear ac-
countability.

On the Web site of this particular
program, the Total Information Aware-
ness Program, they cite a Latin slogan:
“Knowledge is power’—something we
would all agree with:

The total information awareness of
transnational threats requires keeping track
of individuals and understanding how they
fit in to models. To this end, this office
would seek to develop a way to integrate
databases into a ‘‘virtual centralized grand
database.”

They would be in a position to look
at education, travel, and medical
records, and develop risk profiles for
millions of Americans in the quest to
examine questionable conduct and cer-
tainly suspicious activity that would
generate concern for the safety of the
American people.

I am of the view the Senate has a
special obligation to be vigilant in this
area so we do not approve actions or
condone actions by this particular of-
fice that could compromise the bed-
rock of this Nation—our Constitution.

I sit on the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee. I know it is a difficult job to
find and maintain the proper balance
between constitutional rights and the
need to thoroughly track down every
valid lead on terrorism, but I will tell
you, Mr. President, I think it is criti-
cally important that the Senate have
oversight over this program and we
make sure there is not a program of
what amounts to virtual bloodhounds.

We need to make sure there are
guidelines and rules so that there has
to be, for example, evidence there is ac-
tivity that could threaten the country
before additional intrusive steps are
taken and, second, that there are safe-
guards in place at a time when it is
possible, because of modern technology
and new databases, to share informa-
tion very quickly.

The fact is much of this information
is already being shared in the private
sector, and that is why so many Ameri-
cans are troubled about the prospect of
losing privacy. What is of concern to
many about the Office of Total Infor-
mation Awareness is it will take the
current policies that threaten the pri-
vacy of the American people and mag-
nify those problems, given the fact we
have not been informed as to what
safeguards and constitutional protec-
tions would be in place when this pro-
gram goes forward.

It is time for the Senate to put some
reins on this program before it grows
exponentially and tips the balance with
respect to privacy rights and the need
to protect the national security in a
fashion that is detrimental to our Na-
tion.

Clearly, to fight terrorism, we have
to have the confidence of the American
people. In doing so, we are protecting
their rights. My concern is the Office of
Total Information Awareness, as it is
constituted today, tips that balance
against the procedural safeguards that
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are needed to protect the rights of mil-
lions of Americans while fighting ter-
rorism.

That is why I will be offering an
amendment on the spending bill to
limit the scope of the office. That
amendment will not prevent those in
the administration who support the
program to come back at a later date
and show why additional threats war-
rant additional action.

It will ensure that as this program is
developed in its early days it is done in
a fashion that is sensitive, with con-
stitutional protections and safeguards,
while still ensuring that our Nation
can fight terrorism.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

———

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. BURNS. I ask unanimous consent
that the period for morning business be
extended until 1:30 p.m., with the time
equally divided, with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each.

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

UPCOMING AGENDA

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, this
morning we are continuing to nego-
tiate the reorganization of the respon-
sibilities in this Senate. Those folks
who observe the Senate and the goings
on on the floor probably think there is
not a whole lot going on, but it is kind
of like a duck. He looks pretty calm
and serene on top of the water, but
under the water there is a lot of pad-
dling going on.

As we work our way through this, it
is hopeful we will come up with some
kind of an agreement in the near fu-
ture.

That being said, this morning we an-
nounced our agenda for the upcoming
session as far as the Subcommittee on
Telecommunications. I will share with
my colleagues how these issues will
rank and their importance. Last year,
we passed a ‘‘can spam’ bill out of
committee. The bill came to the floor
at the tail end of the session and was
up for consideration in a package with
a lot of other legislation, but it did not
make it. It is broadly supported by this
body. There is a similar bill in the
House of Representatives which has to
do with spam.

Spam is the unwanted mail that one
gets in e-mail. Whenever one clicks on
their e-mail, they see a lot of unwanted
messages that are selling everything
from shoelaces to whatever. This un-
wanted mail continues not only to
plague our system and clog it, but in
rural areas, especially like my State of
Montana where some Internet users ac-
tually have to pay long distance fees to
their server, it becomes quite expen-
sive. In fact, American business is re-
porting that the cost of spam right now
is going out of sight.
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Before Christmas of last year, it was
thought that around 8 percent of the
mail a person received in their Internet
was unwanted mail or spam. By De-
cember of 2002, just before Christmas,
that figure grew to 40 percent of the
mail a person found in their mailbox
was unwanted. Another figure that sort
of astounds all of us, it was estimated
the average user of the Internet re-
ceives 2,300 pieces of unwanted mail in
their mailbox.

Spam messages sent increased nearly
300 percent between the years of 2001
and 2002. This tells me it is time we
pass this legislation and get it to the
desk of the President. Junk mail sent
will outpace other e-mail by at least
the middle of this year, and 80 percent
of the people online now say they find
spamming very annoying.

That being said, we must pass this
legislation. It is the first agenda item
on my priority list, and we can do it.

I also remind Members, there are a
couple of important meetings coming
up this month and next that have to do
with the Internet. February 12 is the
Internet caucus. It is probably the
most active caucus we have in the Sen-
ate. I am being told now some folks
want to set up demonstrating units and
vendors have to be turned away. That
will be held in 902 of the Hart Building
on February 12, starting at 5 p.m. It
will be highly attended. I think we had
a larger number of people at the plan-
ning meeting the other day than was
anticipated, so there is quite a lot of
interest in that.

The U.S. Asian Network kickoff will
be January 27. Of course, that is just
prior to the President’s State of the
Union Message that will be on January
28.

The head of the ruling party, Mr.
Hyun of South Korea, will be there. He
is part of that network. This was
founded about a year ago to bring to-
gether the countries in the Pacific Rim
and the Far East, because we feel the
free flow of communications and tech-
nologies is a key to stability in the Far
East. We are in this situation now with
North Korea, and we feel the free flow
of information and those technologies
will somewhat diffuse that if people are
informed. It will also address key areas
such as privacy and copyright. All of
those issues are very important to the
communications industry.

A new caucus that was formed last
year was the E-911 caucus. E-911 is en-
hanced 911, which is legislation that
passed 2 or 3 years ago and was signed
by President Clinton. I sponsored that
bill, which was probably one of the bet-
ter public safety bills we passed in Con-
gress.

When a person has an emergency and
dials 911 from their home, from a wired
line, the one who fields that call has an
immediate trace on that call and they
know exactly where the person is when
they report an emergency.

In the early days—and when I say
early days, let’s say around 1996 or so—
if someone was a cellular phone user,
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using wireless communications, they
could dial 911 and the person at 911 who
received the call really did not know
where to go. A person was liable to get
the 600 Cafe in Miles City, MT, and
they might be in southern California.
It just did not know where to take
someone who called 911.

We have dealt with that issue, mak-
ing 911 the national emergency num-
ber, No. 1. No. 2, we want to put in
place those technologies that when a
person dials 911 from their cellular
phone, they have the ability to be lo-
cated.

In my State of Montana, under cer-
tain emergency conditions, we lose
lives because we have to deal with dis-
tances, and also we do not know where
a person is located. To give an example
of that, there was a man involved in an
automobile accident. He was south of
Missoula, MT, which is over in the
western part of the State, in the Bit-
terroot Valley. When he dialed 911, his
call came into a communications cen-
ter. When they asked him where he
was, he said he was south of town. The
operator, we are happy to say, said:
What town? He says, Missoula.

Well, he had the operator in Miles
City, and those two cities are 400 miles
apart.

So working with Senator CLINTON of
New York, the cochair of the E-911 cau-
cus, we will have our first meeting on
February 24. Any Member wanting to
join that caucus because of their inter-
est in 911, please join us to get this
technology in place because it is superb
legislation that helps us in our public
safety.

This year, Members can also look for
the debate to start on spectrum re-
form: How we handle our spectrum,
how we allocate it, how we regulate it.
It has been a long time since we have
looked at spectrum allocation and
management. There has been an agree-
ment now between the Consumer Elec-
tronics Association and the television
people that will advance or accelerate
the deployment of high-definition tele-
vision, or digital television, in the
home. It was an industry problem they
had to face. They faced it. The stand-
ards are now set in the private sector.
The ‘“‘plug in and play,’” as they call it,
of buying a digital television, plugging
into the cable, and it works, and the
customer will have digital television or
high-definition television immediately
should bring down the cost to the con-
sumers as more and more digital tele-
visions are offered.

We will have spectrum returned to
the Government for reallocation. How
we handle that spectrum, how we man-
age it, will be very important. There
are a couple of studies completed and
one more to complete. Mark my word,
this will be an issue of high debate, al-
though it will not be a front-page issue.

Yesterday, Senator BAUCUS, my col-
league from Montana, and I introduced
a new broadband bill. Last year, I was
privileged to work with Senator
ROCKEFELLER on the Commerce Com-
mittee as he had written a bill giving
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tax credit to those entities wanting to
build out broadband technology, even
in rural areas. In that bill, we used tax
credit as an incentive. This differs a
bit. I appreciate the efforts of my col-
league from Montana in his position on
the Finance Committee. This allows 50
percent expensing on the buildout ex-
penses the first year and then would be
spread over the full years of deprecia-
tion the 50 percent balance. In other
words, all investments in the buildout
of broadband technology can be ex-
pensed.

I urge my colleagues to look at this
piece of legislation as it moves through
the Congress. It is the key of the de-
ployment of broadband technologies to
every corner of the United States and
availability to all consumers.

In rural areas, we are doing things
differently in two different categories.
One of them is rural health. Broadband
technology becomes very important. In
fact, it is the cornerstone of telemedi-
cine and how we serve our aging popu-
lation in rural areas. I have 13 or 14
counties that have no doctors at all.
They are being administered to by phy-
sician assistants and nurses. The abil-
ity of telemedicine to diagnose and to
serve those people in rural areas be-
comes very important.

Also, in the area of education is dis-
tance learning. A small school located
on the prairies of eastern Montana
should have the same learning opportu-
nities as young ©people attending
schools in a more urbanized area. Also,
in the inner city where tax bases have
been eroded, the quality of school has
slipped, those young people attending
school should be afforded the same
learning opportunities.

We must look at ICANN, the organi-
zation that assigns names and areas of
the Internet. That has to be reformed.
I heard when I was home over the holi-
days about wireless privacy. By 2005, it
is estimated there will be over 250 mil-
lion users of cellular telephones. Not
only does this cause a backbreaking de-
mand for spectrum, but it cries for pri-
vacy. Now there are scanners being de-
veloped with which people can eaves-
drop on your telephone conversation
from a wireless phone. That is unac-
ceptable. It is unacceptable to the
American people and to me.

Regarding online privacy, we worked
closely with Senator HOLLINGS in his
privacy bill which we passed out of
committee. It should be passed by this
body.

Last but not least, we should look at
universal service and reform. Universal
service is that pot of money that al-
lows companies to put telephones and
communication devices into areas
where they have very high expenses. It
should be known to the consumer and
also to the ratepayer how this is done.
We also know that the fund is going
down because of collections. I support
strongly universal service. Of course it
needs reforming. That will be on our
agenda as we move through the year.

That should bring my colleagues up
on our agenda in the Commerce Com-
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mittee. I am happy to say the Pre-
siding Officer has been instrumental in
moving good communications legisla-
tion in the House. We welcome him to
the Senate. We also welcome him to
the Commerce Committee. I hope he
will take a look at the Subcommittee
on Communications. His talents will be
beneficial to that committee.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

————
THE STIMULUS PACKAGE

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I com-
pliment my friend and colleague from
Montana for his remarks about dif-
ferent things we can do to help the
economy, including communications.
Too many times when we in this body
talk about impacting the economy, we
are only talking about spending and
revenues. We need to have broader vi-
sion, including telecommunications,
including some areas that are suffo-
cating the economy, such as asbestos
litigation, such as liability for health
care providers, whether that be doctors
or hospitals. Those things handicap or
in some cases greatly increase costs
and cost a lot of jobs.

I will make a couple of comments
concerning fiscal policy. Some col-
leagues on the Democrat side of the
aisle have alluded to it and given their
information. I will throw out a few
facts. I have heard repeatedly that the
President’s economic growth package
will only benefit a few. I disagree with
that. If you happen to be married, if
you happen to have any kids, they ben-
efit very substantially. As a matter of
fact, the President’s proposals dealing
with the growth package benefit fami-
lies very well. He accelerates the per-
child tax credit which we passed a cou-
ple of years ago and is now $600 and
makes that $1,000.

In my family, we had four kids. They
are grown, so I will not benefit from it.
But if a young family has four Kkids,
that is $4,000 on which they do not have
to pay taxes. That is a $4,000 tax credit.
Let me rephrase that. They not only do
not have to pay taxes on it, they get a
tax credit. If their tax liability is
$4,000, they pay no taxes, no Federal in-
come taxes. That is pretty generous.
That is pretty good. That is very
profamily. And the President is trying
to accelerate that. His acceleration is
an additional $400 per child. With four
children, that is an additional $1,600 a
yvear in Federal income taxes that fam-
ily, that couple, will not have to pay.
They can use that money for their
kids’ education and other expenses—
medical or whatever. They have that
choice; they can decide how to spend it.

Also, if it happens to be a family, the
President is moving basically to elimi-
nate the marriage penalty. By doing
that, he doubles the amount of the 15-
percent bracket. That is a big, positive
advantage for a married couple. If they
have combined incomes up to about
$50,000 or so, they will be in the 15-per-
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cent tax bracket instead of the 27-per-
cent tax bracket. That is almost half.
That, in value, is at least worth—it is
right at $1,000.

If you couple that with the per-child
tax credit, moving up to a $1,000-per-
child tax credit President Bush has en-
acted or will have enacted—and I ex-
pect it will be successful—those are the
most profamily tax changes one could
imagine.

When I hear this rhetoric, “Well,
that only benefits the superwealthy,”
and so on, I don’t know what they are
talking about. But if people have kids
and they happen to be married, they
are going to be at a 15 percent tax
bracket up to $60,000-some and they are
going to get a tax credit of $1,000 per
child. That is pretty generous. That is
pretty profamily. So I just mention
that.

The idea of eliminating the double
taxation on dividends is a good idea
and one I hope we will be able to pass.
It is one about which, I notice, our col-
league JOHN KERRY, on December 3,
said:

. and we should encourage the measure-
ment of real value of companies by ending
the double taxation of dividends.

That statement was made on Decem-
ber 3, 2002, just about a month ago. He
happens to be right.

I want to see somebody justify the
value of this. What is appropriate
about a corporation—I used to run
one—having to pay 35 percent cor-
porate income tax on any profits they
make and then distribute those in the
form of dividends to their owners, and
then their owners also have to pay 30
percent or maybe even 38 percent or
maybe 27 percent on top of the cor-
porate 35?

If you add those together, you are
looking at tax rates of 65, 70—over 70
percent. So if a corporation makes
$1,000 in net profit and they want to
distribute that to shareholders, the
Federal Government is going to get 70
percent. How does that make economic
sense?

It is a real discouragement to grant-
ing dividends, to distributing the pro-
ceeds, the earnings of a corporation. It
encourages just the opposite. So if you
are not going to do that, what shall we
do? Let’s go into debt. We encourage
debt. We allow companies to deduct in-
terest. That is deductible right off the
top. So the net policy of the corpora-
tion, if it wants to expand, should they
borrow money or go out and have a
stock offering. Time and time again
they say let’s go deeper into debt, and
investors are taught not to invest in
companies that pay dividends. Let’s in-
vest in growth companies. They are
more speculative, granted, and maybe
as a result you see greater inflation
and a bubble in the stock market and
also a greater fall.

That certainly is what happened in
March of 2002. We had greatly inflated
stock values and they went way up and
they went way down. That is one of the
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reasons why our revenues to the Fed-
eral Government have declined and de-
clined so significantly.

People continue to misstate the
facts. ‘““We have a deficit because of
President Bush’s tax cut that passed in
the year 2001.”” That is not true. Reve-
nues have declined. They have declined
dramatically between the year 2000 and
the year 2001 and the year 2002. In the
year 2000, total Federal revenues
equaled $2.25 trillion—over $2 trillion.
The next year they went down about 2
percent, $1.991 trillion. In the year just
completed, the year 2002, the total rev-
enues were $1.853 trillion.

For the last 2 years, revenues com-
bined have fallen by 9 percent. That is
the first time that has happened al-
most in history. You might say why?
Was that because President Bush was
elected? No. There was a recession.
There is a recession. It declined. That
recession started, in my opinion, in
March of 2000. The stock market start-
ed crashing in March of 2000.

So with great market devaluation,
very rapid, in 2000, in 2001, and in 2002,
it has had significant impact. Markets
have gone way up and they have gone
significantly down. Hopefully now we
are starting to see some increases in
the markets. But that is what has
caused the big reduction in revenue.
There is a recession. There has also
been a war. There has been the ter-
rorist attack.

I hope my colleagues will stick to the
facts and say: We had a recession, reve-
nues went down, what are we going to
do about it? I guess some are proposing
we could have tax increases. I don’t
think that would help the situation.
Now most people are agreeing let’s
have some stimulus type of growth
package. What can we do to grow the
economy? The President said let’s be
profamily. Let’s offer a per-child tax
credit, eliminate the marriage penalty.
I hope we will be successful. He’s also
said let’s accelerate the existing rate
cuts that were passed in 2001.

By doing that, he says, instead of
just having another point reduction, a
1 point reduction in 2004 and another 1
point reduction or 2 point reduction in
2006, let’s accelerate those and make
them effective this year. And he’s ex-
actly right.

I hear this rhetoric from our col-
leagues: That only Dbenefits the
wealthy. Just a couple of comments
are in order. If you look at the tax cuts
we passed in May or June of 2001, on
the low income tax cuts, we made
those effective retroactively. We re-
duced the 15 percent tax bracket to 10
percent, and we didn’t do it effective on
the date of passage; we did it effective
retroactive to January 1 of that year.
We didn’t do that for the other rates.
We did it for the lowest rate. So every-
body got a tax cut, they got 100 percent
of the tax cut on the low-income side.
If you were in a tax bracket that paid
15 percent, say you were an individual
who had a taxable income of up to
$10,000, $14,000, you were in a 15 percent
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tax bracket up to $22,000, we made that
rate, in many cases, for a large portion
of that, 10 percent, and we made it ret-
roactive.

If you were in that category, you got
100 percent of the rate reduction tax
cut and you got it retroactive. The
upper incomes we didn’t make a 5 point
reduction in 1 year, we didn’t go from
10 to 15. Upper incomes, all the other
rates—all the other rates we moved
down by one point. If you were at the
28 percent tax bracket, you went to 27;
if you were 33, 32; if you were at 39.6,
you went to 38.6. That is a pretty mar-
ginal rate reduction, for all the rhet-
oric we hear about class warfare and
benefiting the wealthy, if you have a 1
percent rate reduction when you are
wealthy and if you are lower income
you got 5. The President said: Let’s ac-
celerate the remaining cuts for 2004
and 2006, make them effective January
16 this year—and he’s right. At that
point the highest rate on personal in-
come tax, Federal personal income tax,
would be 35 percent.

I know we will hear that benefits
Warren Buffett or whoever, but the net
result is you are going to have a lot of
individuals paying 35 percent. Guess
what the corporate income tax rate is.
It is 35 percent. Why should individuals
pay more than corporations?

I might mention, for about 70 percent
of the people who are in the highest in-
come tax bracket, they are businesses,
small businesses. I used to run a small
business. Why in the world should they
be taxed at rates higher than big cor-
porations? That’s the present Tax
Code. We need to change that. The
President has proposed changing that
and he’s exactly right. Those are the
companies that are behind most of the
people in the upcoming years. If you
want to grow the economy, let’s have a
rate that at least is not higher than for
corporations, for individuals, for sole
proprietors, for partnerships and oth-
ers. That would make good sense.

I think the President has offered us
some good packages. I mentioned small
business. Small business would be able
to expense up to $75,000. The present
law is $25,000. I think Senator BAUCUS
has proposed something similar to
that. That is a good proposal. That is
probusiness. That is pro small business.
It will allow businesses to be able to
expense items over a shorter period of
time and they will make more invest-
ments. That will create more jobs.

I think we ought to stick to some
facts and think about how we can grow
the economy. I don’t think we should
be near as partisan as some of the rhet-
oric I have heard on the floor already.
Usually we let the President submit his
budget and his plans, but it is being de-
nounced almost on a daily, almost an
hourly basis by some of our colleagues.

I hope we tone it down and we look
at the facts and we consider various al-
ternatives. If people have different
ideas, let’s consider those. We can vote
on different ideas. Let’s try to figure
out how we can get the maximum bang
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for the buck in helping the economy, in
growing the economy, in helping the
most people. How can it be a long-term
positive tax change?

So I hope the Senate will return to
its great tradition. The Finance Com-
mittee has always been a bipartisan
committee.

It was in 2001 when we passed the
President’s first tax bill. I hope and ex-
pect it will in 2003 under the chairman-
ship of Senator GRASSLEY. I hope our
colleagues will say let’s work together
and let’s tone down the partisan rhet-
oric that we have heard so stridently
early in the year and work together to
see if we can’t do some positive things
to help grow this economy and help a
lot of people get jobs.

That is what the point really is—not
pointing the finger and saying the re-
cession really started in 2000. And it
did. Let us try to figure out ways that
we can grow the economy together—
Democrats and Republicans doing
something positive for our country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I am
pleased to see the chairman of the
Budget Committee in the Chamber
talking boldly and responsibly about
getting this economy back on its feet
and getting it moving. It is critically
important that this Senate operate in
the legal fashion that it was by law di-
rected to do. I know what the chairman
will do is produce a budget and a budg-
et reconciliation process that will
allow this Senate to be guided and di-
rected not only in its expenditures but
hopefully in providing for this coun-
try—and to the producer side of our
country the type of incentives that the
President has offered in a very bold
move to get this economy moving
again.

It is pleasing for me to see a Presi-
dent stand forth in a rather
‘“‘Reaganesque” way and say let us
grow ourselves out of this problem. Let
us not dig ourselves deeper into a hole
or a cave that ultimately will create a
greater problem. How you do that is
you create incentives for the worker
and you create incentives for the inves-
tor to get out and create new jobs and
to move the economy.

The President said it well when he of-
fered his tax proposal—that he would
not cave in to the rhetoric of class war-
fare. Yet from day 1 that is exactly
what we have heard from the Pelosi-
Daschle plan—a class warfare approach
that really denies middle-income
Americans, investor-Americans, and
working Americans an opportunity to
keep more of their money.

What did the Pelosi-Daschle plan
really set forth? It was all a Govern-
ment-related, a Government-oriented
kind of plan. It talked about increasing
Government expenditures for States
and economic strategy that we already
know has failed. If we can get this
economy going, State governments are
going to be much better off than they
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were. Over the last 5 years, State gov-
ernments were running with large sur-
pluses. In so doing, they spent more.
Now they are tightening their belts.
Sure. Some State governments are
worse off than others.

My State of Idaho is going to have to
make some very tough choices this
year between tax consideration and
cutting some programs, or reducing
some levels of increases. It will not be
easy. But one way to solve that prob-
lem is for the Federal Government to
write an even bigger check to the
State. There are areas where we can
help—areas where there is a Federal
mandate for a State response. We
ought to try to help some in that in-
stance. But, clearly, to simply write
them a check does not make a good
deal of sense. I see no way that it stim-
ulates the economy or that it solves
the kind of revenue problem the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma was talking
about. It does nothing to help us solve
a much larger problem of the kind with
which the President has proposed we
deal.

What I find fascinating is this class
warfare argument. And in what the
President has proposed, the first Bush
tax cut law in 2001, says the National
Tax Foundation, effectively eliminated
income tax for families of four earning
less than $35,000. That is simply the re-
ality. If enacted, the new Bush tax pro-
posal would eliminate 96 percent of the
current income tax bill for families of
four earning $40,000.

Those are not rich people. That is a
96-percent tax cut as a percentage of
tax liability on a family of four mak-
ing $40,000 a year.

What does the Daschle-Pelosi plan
do? To my knowledge, it doesn’t ad-
dress it.

Take a $50,000 family of four. That is
not a big income. My guess is probably
both mom and dad are working; that is,
almost both working at minimum
wage. What does it do for them? It re-
duces their tax on taxable money by 42
percent.

That is the Bush plan we are talking
about—not the Daschle-Pelosi plan.
That is a significant cut in lower mid-
dle income America.

What does it do for the rich, let’s say
a $200,000 income a year. That is a pret-
ty good income. You can live well at
that—buy a nice home, provide for
your children—not a great big home,
not a multimillion-dollar home but a
certain suburban-style home in which
middle-income Americans enjoy living.
Family of four, $200,000; tax cut, sig-
nificant, $3,000, or a percentage of total
liability, good, but it is only 9 percent
on $200,000. It was 96 percent on
$40,000—a significant difference there.

I say to my friends on the other side
of the aisle before the Daschle-Pelosi
tax plan rhetoric gets out in front of
its headlights, they ought to look at
the facts. These are the kinds of facts
that any of us will find important to
debate on the floor of this Senate.

I hope the Budget Committee recog-
nizes the process and that the Finance
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Committee stays as close as they can
to the Bush tax plan.

I think that is the kind of process
that turns this economy back on, that
puts people back to work, and that cre-
ates the kind of long-term economic
drive that the Reagan tax plan did in
the early 1980s. They said it created
great deficits. Deficits were created be-
cause Congress wouldn’t quit spending,
and wouldn’t hold its job in line and be
fiscally responsible. We have that job
to do here now. We are going to have to
tighten our belt to slow the deficit
process down. But, of course, I think at
the end of the year when we tally up
the proposed expenditures versus ac-
tual expenditures and when we get that
2004 budget out, the folks on the other
side who are talking now about class
warfare rhetoric will have proposed
tens of billions dollars more in spend-
ing. Why? Because of its political popu-
larity and not because it will have ac-
tually been spent.

Those are some of the realities we
are going to have to deal with here.

I am glad our President is bold—bold
in saying to the American people: I am
going to ask you to save more of what
you have. I am going to give you the
opportunity to keep more of what you
earn. I hope you will invest it. I hope
you will go out into the market and I
hope that you as consumers will help
turn this economy back on. That is
what is fundamentally important.

Lastly, as it comes to double tax-
ation of dividends, when you double
tax, you tax them at a rate of nearly 70
percent. That is a phenomenally high
rate. When you look at corporate in-
come tax versus a tax on dividends,
there are few companies paying divi-
dends today. And why are they keeping
large blocks of cash? Why do corporate
executives get into trouble going out
and buying companies they don’t know
how to run or don’t fit the culture of
the company they are currently oper-
ating? It is because they have big buck-
ets of cash which they are not moving
through to their stockholders. One of
the real important reasons they are
not moving it through is the double
taxation environment.

When we talk about that particular
part of the Tax Code being changed,
what we are also talking about is cor-
porate reform along with tax reform. I
see nothing wrong with that. I see
nothing wrong with those who save and
invest and our seniors in America get-
ting a large portion of their income
from dividends being strengthened by
that very reality.

I think the tax package that has been
presented by our President is bold, yes,
but balanced. As I have shown you with
some of the figures that exist today
coming from the Tax Foundation, it
really goes at lower middle income
America. When you can say to a family
of four earning $40,000 a year that we
are going to reduce your taxable liabil-
ity by 96 percent, friends on the other
side, that is not the wealthy. That is
working-class Americans. When you
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say to a family of four earning $50,000 a
year that we are going to reduce your
taxable liability by 42 percent, friends
on the other side, those folks aren’t
rich unless you define ‘‘rich” much dif-
ferently than the people of my State
do. That is called responsibility in
helping lower- to middle-income Amer-
icans keep more of their hard-earned
dollars for the purpose of providing for
themselves, for their families, and for
the pursuit of the American dream.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
EXANDER). The Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, are we
in a period of morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 25 min-
utes.

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

———
THE AMERICAN ECONOMIC ENGINE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, there
has been a generous amount of discus-
sion this morning about the plan to put
the economy back on track. I have
been interested in listening to it. Some
of it is interesting, some informative,
some entertaining, some fiction, some
right at the bull’s-eye of the target. So
it is interesting to try to sort it all
out.

Let me give some of my perspective
on it, if I might.

First, we had a colleague on the floor say-
ing today, quite properly: The Federal Gov-
ernment does not create jobs. So if someone
is saying somehow the Federal Government
can create jobs, they are misinformed. It is
not the Federal Government that creates
jobs.

Well, that is true. It is the case that
the Federal Government is not going to
create 100,000 jobs next month. In a
growing economy, jobs will be created
by entrepreneurs, by people with cap-
ital, who take risks, who hire people,
who rent the space, have the idea, cre-
ate the product, and go market it. That
is who creates the jobs. There is no
question about that.

But it is also the case that the Fed-
eral Government creates the conditions
under which an entrepreneur, someone
with an idea, someone with the notion
to build a manufacturing plant some-
where, can succeed. Because if we do
not have a fiscal policy that helps cre-
ate economic growth and expansion
and opportunity, there will not be new
opportunities for the people with the
ideas on what we ought to do to expand
and build.

I find it interesting that the only dis-
cussion we ever hear about on the floor
of the Senate is the good deeds of those
who invest the capital in this country.
My hat is off to them. This country
cannot work without investment. This
economic engine cannot work without
capitalism and risk takers. No question
about that.
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But understand something else. This
economy does not work without the
American worker either. And that ele-
ment of what makes this economy
work ought not to be ignored on the
floor of the Senate, as it is every single
time some of my colleagues come to
talk about the magic ingredients that
make this economic engine the wonder
of the world.

There is a hero of mine who I have
spoken about on the floor of the Senate
once previously. A few years ago, a
man named Robert Naegele sold his
business in Minnesota. Mr. Naegele was
President of a business that created
rollerblades.

All of us know what rollerblades are
these days. They are in-line skates.
When many of us were little children,
and we rollerskated, there were four
little wheels on the bottom of four
shoes and we just had a devil of a time
standing up, in most cases. But in re-
cent years, those four little wheels
were replaced by in-line wheels on
something called rollerblades created
by the Rollerblades Company.

I happen to rollerblade. I have a pair
of rollerblades, and I like to rollerblade
with my son and daughter. They are a
whole lot better at it than I am. I like
rollerblades, S0 I know about
rollerblades.

The man who was President of that
company decided to sell that company.
When he sold that company, he made
millions and millions and millions of
dollars because that company had been
enormously successful. I want to tell
you what he did.

Without telling anyone, the employ-
ees of that company, come Christmas
time, began to get Christmas cards
from Robert Naegele and his wife, and
with each Christmas card was a check.
One employee who worked there 11
years got a check for $21,000. Robert
Naegele and his wife said—and they
had 280 employees in that company—
with a note, along with a Christmas
card: I sold this company, and I made a
lot of money. But I want you to under-
stand that the company would not have
been a great company, and would not
possibly have grown to what it was,
without your dedication and hard
work. I want to give you something
back for what you did for the company.

And there it was: For an employee
who had been there 11 years, there was
a check for $21,000. And they said: Oh,
by the way, I have already prepaid the
income taxes on it for you.

When I read about that in the news-
paper, I called Mr. Naegele, and I said:
What a wonderful thing for you to do.
He said: No, it was not wonderful. It
was an understanding I had that, yes, I
contributed to the success of that com-
pany, but that company would not
have been a company without the men
and women who worked on the line and
who made that company successful as
well.

I tell that story only to make sure
everyone in this Chamber understands
this is not a one-way street, this notion
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of what makes an American economic
engine unique and what makes it work.
It is not just those who invest the cap-
ital. It is those who invest the capital,
yes, but not just them. It is the labor
force that is remarkable in this world.
To believe that workers are expendable
tools, like a pair of pliers or a screw-
driver you throw away when you don’t
need them, is, in my judgment, to
begin dismantling this economic en-
gine of ours. There are some companies
that have done that, at their risk and
at their peril.

My only point is that it takes all of
us to make this work. It takes good
government policy. It takes entre-
preneurs, risk takers and investors. It
takes skilled laborers, managers and
engineers. It takes all of us to make
this American economy work.

I get a little tired sometimes of hear-
ing people say: No, no. There is only
one element that makes it work; that
is the people at the top who make the
investments. They say: So, therefore,
when we talk about tax cuts, let’s re-
ward those at the top. Let’s just pour it
into the top, and somehow—in the clas-
sic notion of tired politics—it will
trickle down and help everyone.

I had a fellow from North Dakota
once who wrote to me and said: I read
about all this trickle-down stuff. He
said: I haven’t even gotten damp yet,
and I have been waiting a long time.

The fact is, this is not just trickle
down or percolate up; it is thinking
smart about what makes this economy
work. But most of what I hear on the
floor of the Senate about these issues
is pretty tiring. Most of it implies
there is a ship of state, and in this ship
of state there is an engine room, and in
the engine room there are dials and
knobs, gauges and levers. And if we can
just adjust them all just right, through
our infinite wisdom—the wisdom of Mr.
Greenspan and the Congress and the
Treasury Secretary—somehow the ship
of state will just move right on for-
ward.

The fact is, those gauges, dials,
knobs, and levers in the engine room of
this ship have very little to do with
what happens to this economy. Almost
exclusively, what happens to the Amer-
ican economy has to do with the con-
fidence of the American people. Do
they think tomorrow is going to be
better? Are they confident about the
future? Because if they are, they will
do things that manifest that con-
fidence. They will build a house, buy a
car, take a trip, make a purchase—the
kinds of things that cause the expan-
sion-side of the business cycle. If they
are not confident, they do exactly the
opposite. They defer the purchase,
don’t take that trip, don’t buy the car,
don’t buy the house, and the economy
contracts. This is all about confidence.

The question I have is this: What
kind of confidence can the American
people have in this economy if all we
do on the floor of the Senate, and if all
we do from the megaphone at the
White House, is say: Do you know what
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our fiscal policy is? More and more and
more tax cuts, notwithstanding defi-
cits, because we don’t care about defi-
cits.

One year and three-quarters ago, we
had a debate on the floor of this Sen-
ate. And the President said: Let’s cut
taxes $1.7 trillion because we have sur-
pluses as far as the eye can see. And
this is money that belongs to the peo-
ple. Let them keep it.

Some of us said: Yes, let’s have a tax
cut, but let’s be a little more conserv-
ative. What if something happens?
What if the economy runs into a ditch?
What if something unusual happens
and these surpluses don’t develop?

The President had his way. We passed
the tax cut, and within a matter of
months, in March 2001, the recession
began. On September 11, we had a dev-
astating terror attack which cut a hole
in the belly of the economy. Then we
began a war on terrorism which cost a
lot of money. Then we have the Iraq
problem which costs a lot of money and
probably will cost a great deal more.
Then we had corporate scandals, maybe
unprecedented in the history of this
country, that shook the confidence of
the American people. The huge budget
surpluses have turned into large budget
deficits, and very quickly.

What is the solution to that? What is
the solution to restore the confidence
of the American people in their future?
More tax cuts, the President says;
more tax cuts, some of my colleagues
say. Who will get those tax cuts? Well,
the President. According to something
in the Washington Post yesterday, the
people have computed the President
will get a $44,500 tax cut per year. What
will the corporal get who is going to
central Asia today? What about the
private loading up on a C-5 being sent
overseas? How much will they get?

The fact is, we have an economy in
trouble. The solution for the trouble
this economy is in is not to exacerbate
the Federal budget deficit and drive it
sky high.

The easiest thing in the world is to
come to the floor and say: I am for tax
cuts.

Let me say, before anybody else does,
if you are for tax cuts, my preference
would be that no one would have to
bear the burden of a tax. Wouldn’t that
be wonderful? You can’t ‘“‘out tax cut”
me. That is my preference. I support no
taxes, except I believe there are certain
things we ought to do for people in this
country.

For kids, some young kid going into
a Head Start program today has a
name. It is John or Carolyn or Robert
or Martha. That young little kid comes
from a family in a difficult situation.
So we put together a Head Start pro-
gram to nurture and enrich and help
that young child. Is that worth doing?
You are darn right it is. It is investing
in that kid. It is worth doing for that
child. It saves us money. If I believe we
should do that—and I do—then I say we
will have to levy a tax to pay for that.

When we decide we will have to in-
crease defense spending by $45 billion
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in this fiscal year, as the President rec-
ommended and as Congress agreed, I
say we have to pay for that. Or should
we perhaps have our children pay for it
and say: Not us, we don’t want to pay
for it; we do want to spend it, but we
don’t want to pay for it?

We send qualified teachers into the
classroom and say: We want you to im-
plement a new program called Leave
No Child Behind, but we don’t want to
pay for it. We want to impose this new
program which we promised to pay for,
but instead, we want tax cuts and
refuse to pay for the program.

My point is, we have to make
choices. My choice is that, yes, we
should have a tax cut. It ought to be a
short-term, 1-year stimulus to try to
put the economy back on track. I don’t
believe we ought to at this point make
the same mistake we did in the last
Congress and say, let’s have a $670 bil-
lion tax cut over 10 years, the bulk of
which will go to people at the top of
the income ladder.

When my colleague says, all of these
senior citizens are really going to do
well because they get all these divi-
dends—nonsense. You know what is
happening with dividends. Very few
people have much in dividends except
the people at the very top of the in-
come ladder. In fact, most dividends
are not double taxed. A substantial
amount of retained earnings is never
paid out in dividends. A substantial
portion of that which is paid out in
dividends to older folks goes into a
401(k) plan. There is no tax on those
dividends.

It seems to me if we will do what we
ought to do on fiscal policy, let’s an-
swer the question, What will give peo-
ple confidence about the future? What
kinds of policies can we embark upon?
Not Republican or Democratic policies;
I don’t think either side has a lock on
wisdom. What can we do that says to
the American people: We are serious
about a couple things: One, we are seri-
ous about paying for that which we in-
tend to spend for health care, edu-
cation, defense, homeland security, and
more; we are serious about deciding
who will pay for that which we are to
spend; second, we are serious about
policies that will stimulate the eco-
nomic growth of this country, to say to
people, we believe in the future and
you should, too?

We want you to understand that the
policies we put in place will be judged
by everyone—by the stock market, the
bond market, the people who are going
to invest, people who run businesses on
Main Street. We are not going to throw
a bunch of money at it and say, we
don’t care about the deficit. We are
going to have tax cuts, and we will do
it in a 1l-year economic growth plan,
and we will do it in a way that makes
the most sense.

If it were up to me, we would do a re-
bate to people who pay income taxes
and payroll taxes. And, incidentally,
that is one other issue. Everyone who
comes to the floor and has a burr under

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

their saddle about this issue says: The
only taxes people pay are income taxes.
At least that is the only tax they will
talk about. That is rubbish. The fact is,
a whole lot of folks pay more in payroll
taxes than they do in income taxes. Ev-
erybody who has a job, from the min-
imum wage up, pays a payroll tax. You
can’t get out of it. You have to pay a
payroll tax. Three-quarters of working
families pay more in payroll taxes than
they do in income taxes.

Whenever someone talks about tax
relief, they only want to talk about
taxpayers, meaning those who pay in-
come taxes. What about talking about
all taxpayers?

My belief is we ought to provide a tax
rebate. I would propose $500 for individ-
uals, $1,000 for couples. I would also
propose something that stimulates the
investment side, an investment tax
credit targeted to capital goods and
equipment. I would do this on a 1l-year
basis to help put the economy back on
track. And then if it grows, if it creates
the new jobs and produces the new rev-
enue, we can provide additional tax
cuts. But you cannot provide tax cuts
with borrowed money. You cannot in-
spire confidence in the American peo-
ple if you are saying to them: We will
borrow additional money in order to
provide these additional tax cuts, and
we will borrow the money so that your
children pay the burden of it, and we
will provide the tax cuts, the bulk of
which will go to the top end of the in-
come level. That simply makes no
sense.

There has been a lot of discussion
about class warfare. Frankly, I don’t
think class warfare is something that
is worth our time. I don’t think it is
reasonable to do it. But class warfare
can be committed in several different
ways.

If I say, I would like to provide a tax
cut only to those Americans who earn
more than $1 million a year—I don’t
believe this, but let me propose it hy-
pothetically—because, frankly, it is my
impression, speaking in the vernacular,
that those are the people who con-
tribute most to our country and, there-
fore, let’s only provide tax cuts to peo-
ple earning over $1 million a year, I
happen to think that is a proposal that
just reeks of class warfare.

So who commits class warfare? The
people who come out here and say to
me: You say that tax cuts should only
go to people who make more than $1
million a year because you believe they
are the real producers in our country.
Are you nuts? They would say: Are you
nuts? What about the working people
out here who deserve tax cuts as well?

So when they come out and criticize
that, are they committed to class war-
fare? Is that what it is about?

That is what is happening. Someone
proposes a tax cut that is fundamen-
tally unfair, and then, the minute you
complain about it, they say: Class war-
fare. Shame on you.

The fact is, we have plenty of wis-
dom, plenty of knowledge in this
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Chamber from all corners to put to-
gether a sensible, thoughtful plan that
would give the American people hope
that we know what we are doing.

The easiest approach by far, the sim-
plest approach by far, which is fun-
damentally wrong, is to stand up in
every corner of the Chamber and say,
the deficit be damned. It doesn’t mean
a thing. Our policy is singular. It is to
provide more and more and more tax
cuts. And then what we will do is cut
domestic discretionary programs on
education, health care, Head Start,
kindergarten, kids, and so on. And
when somebody comes to the floor and
says, maybe we should just make the
priorities a bit different and continue
to invest in these kids who walk into
Head Start centers because it is a great
thing to do, then someone can come to
the floor and say: Big spenders. We
want to give the money back, and you
want to spend it.

I had the CEO of one of the country’s
largest companies come to see me last
week. He came to me about something
completely unrelated to fiscal policy,
but as he was leaving, he said: One
more thing I want to mention. Mr. Sen-
ator, I don’t need a tax cut. I make a
great deal of money. If I get a tax cut,
I don’t have the foggiest idea what I
would spend it on. I guess I would just
save it. He said, ‘“You should know
that I am not asking for a tax cut from
you and I don’t need one.” I said, ‘“You
will go down in the annals of history in
my service in Congress as one of the
few people who has ever told me you
don’t need a tax cut. Good for you.”

I think most Americans would love
to have the burden of taxes removed
from their shoulders. If there is a sen-
sible way to do it, let’s do it. But let us
not decide to borrow money and saddle
our children with increased debt in
order to give a tax cut to that execu-
tive who told me he didn’t want one
and didn’t need one. So what I would
like to see us do is take a look at the
President’s plan. He wants to have a 10-
year, $670 billion tax cut on the heels of
a $1.7 trillion tax cut, while now star-
ing deficits right square in the face for
years and years to come. I would like
us to say, look, this doesn’t make
sense. As one of the senior White House
people was quoted in the Washington
Post saying, this is a political docu-
ment. What I would like to say to the
President and to Mr. Rove and others
is this is about people getting laid off,
people going home at night saying I
have lost my job, telling their family
they don’t have a job any longer.

How do you put the economy back on
track to create new jobs? This is about
restoring and creating confidence in
the American people about the future.
The way we will do that, in my judg-
ment, is not to have one side or the
other say it is my way or the highway.
I think the way to do that is to have
the thoughtful people in the Chamber
sit down together and decide the prin-
ciples by which we ought to embark on
this journey. One, let’s not blow a hole
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in the Federal deficit. That ought to be
a principle. Two, it ought to work to
try to expand the economy and create
more confidence in the American peo-
ple. Three, it ought to be fair. Four, it
ought to be temporary. We ought not
to make the mistake we made in the
last Congress of laying something in
law, in the process here that lasts 10
years, when we know if we were con-
fronting the choice we confronted a
year and three quarters ago, knowing
we are going to have a recession, the
September 11 terrorist attack, a war on
terror, unprecedented corporate scan-
dals, and a technology bubble burst—
and, by the way, do you want to con-
tinue to do this, because if you do, sur-
pluses will turn to deficits, we know
the Senate would not make the same
decision they made then.

Let us not make the same mistake.
My feeling is let’s have a tax cut to try
to put the economy back on track, but
let’s make it temporary and get the
best of the ideas that exist here. Let’s
do it not with a mind to what the good
politics might be, but with the mind of
what is the sound economic principle
by which we try to jump-start this
economy.

One final point. It is interesting to
me that we have people trying to say,
well, I don’t know, Jimmy Carter is at
fault, or Bill Clinton, or Calvin Coo-
lidge, or whoever is at fault for what-
ever they are talking about. In fact, we
have a business cycle and it has con-
tractions and expansions. Those move-
ments are influenced by what people
perceive to be their sound or unsound
fiscal policy. The plain fact is, you can-
not, in my judgment, come to this
town and say here is my plan and here
is what it will produce, and then when
it doesn’t produce it, say, by the way,
I had nothing to do with it. We can do
better than that—Republicans and
Democrats contributing the best that
is available on both sides. We can, in a
principled way, with temporary relief,
put the economy back on track. I think
ultimately by doing that, we can re-
lieve the burden on the taxpayers’
shoulders. But, unfortunately, what is
being proposed these days is something
that will add the burden on our chil-
dren of additional taxes in the years
ahead, who will be required to pay off
the deficits as a result of a fiscal policy
that doesn’t work.

So I think we are making some
progress, because for months every-
body was saying the economy is doing
fine, thank you. But we understand it
is not. The question is, what do we do
together to make this work? We will
have that debate in an extended way in
the months ahead. I know my col-
league—I should say a word about Sen-
ator GRASSLEY, who is on the floor. He
and I perhaps agree on some things and
disagree on others. I must say we have
worked on a lot of things together, es-
pecially in agriculture. When 1 say we
ought to get the best everybody has in
the Senate, I have great respect for
Senator GRASSLEY’s abilities in these
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areas. While we may disagree and a de-
bate might break out, look, the Amer-
ican people are best served by debate.
In the Washington Post one day, a fel-
low was talking about a dispute be-
tween Republicans and Democrats and
he lamented. He said this thing has de-
generated into a debate about prin-
ciple. I thought, well, I sure hope so. I
hope that is the case. That is why I
came here. So there is room for us to
have disagreements from time to time.

But let me say that, as we do, I have
great respect for those who have strong
feelings on the other side, and through
aggressive debate we will produce
something I think wholesome and
healthy for the American economy and
the American people.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, is it
my understanding we have about 9
minutes left on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous
consent to have 3 minutes added to
that.

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

———
THE ECONOMY

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
have listened to a lot of debate yester-
day and today on these subjects about
the economy and about tax bills and
things such as that. I want to address
the tax bill as well. I think it is very
legitimate for people to raise concerns
about the deficit because I think a def-
icit is part of a measure of whether or
not there is fiscal responsibility in
Government. It is obviously not the
only measure because you cannot have
deficits and maybe still be fiscally irre-
sponsible. I would like to hear from my
colleagues who are concerned about
deficits when they express these at
times when we are talking about tax
cuts. I have not seen that same concern
about deficits when they want to spend
more money. I think we ought to de-
mand a certain amount of consistency
from people who are worried about
deficits; that they are equally con-
cerned about them at the time we
might be cutting taxes as well as when
we are spending money. I bet before a
week is out there will be—from the
very same people who are concerned
about tax cuts being too much right
now and raising the deficit—dozens of
amendments offered to spend more
money on the appropriation bills for
2003.

There is another thing I would like
to make some comment on, because I
have heard several members, particu-
larly on the other side of the aisle,
make reference to the fact that certain
wealthy people have said they don’t
need tax cuts. Don’t cut my taxes; I
don’t need the tax cut. I think it is
very altruistic for people to say those
things and probably mean them. But
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one of the things I hope we will con-
sider as we are working at cutting
taxes—particularly marginal tax
rates—deals with the issue of whether
or not you are a corporate executive of
a Fortune 500-type company that says
you don’t need it because that indi-
vidual might say he doesn’t need a tax
cut, as opposed to 80 percent of the
benefits from the tax cuts, cutting the
marginal tax rates from 39.8, 2 years
ago, eventually down to 35 percent—=85
percent of those benefits go to small
business.

It happens that small business is a
class of people that create about 80 per-
cent of the jobs in America. A lot of
small business people regularly are in-
vesting in their own business to create
more jobs, to expand their business
and, in the process, living throughout
their lifetime relatively modestly in
order to expand their business and be
successful. We are talking about a jobs
bill and marginal rate cuts, 80 percent
of which are going to small entre-
preneurs to create jobs, which ought to
be something we would separate from
the CEO who may make a lot more
money and doesn’t need a tax cut.

I want to speak generally about taxes
and some reference to the tax bill of 2
years ago that the President’s pro-
posals are going to be building on, be-
cause I was chairman of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee when that bill
passed. I had a good working relation-
ship with my colleague, Senator BAU-
CUS, in getting that bill to the floor
and to the President.

On June 7, 2001, President Bush
signed tax relief legislation. For the
first time in a generation, every in-
come tax paying American received
much needed tax relief. Unfortunately,
in the period since Americans first
started to receive their rebate checks,
the effect of this legislation has been
distorted. The distortion comes in the
form of often-repeated bogus criticisms
of the tax cut. This repetition has cre-
ated what I will call three myths of the
tax cut.

The first myth is that the bipartisan
tax relief was a partisan Republican
product. The second is that the bipar-
tisan tax relief package is the primary
source of our current budget problems.
The third myth is that the tax relief
favored the wealthy over low and mid-
dle income taxpayers.

Compare the first myth against the
record. Often we hear the phrase Re-
publican tax cut or partisan tax cut. In
fact, the tax cut was bipartisan.
Twelve Democratic Senators voted for
the conference report. Senator JEF-
FORDS also voted for the conference re-
port. That’s over one-fourth of the
Democratic Caucus.

Let’s take a look at the second myth.
How many time have we heard in de-
bate or seen written in the media the
charge that the bipartisan tax relief
caused the current and projected defi-
cits. Cold hard numbers tell a different
story. Cold hard numbers from the
Congressional Budget Office, the Office
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of Management and Budget, and pri-
vate sector sources reveal the truth.

Here is what the numbers say. You
can check it out on the CBO Web site.
According to CBO, for the current fis-
cal year, the tax cut represents barely
8 percent of the total change in the
budget since last year. For instance,
for the same period, increased appro-
priations outranked the tax cut by $6
billion. So, spending above baseline, to-
gether with lower projected revenues,
accounted for 92 percent of the change
in the budget picture. Let me repeat
that. Bipartisan tax relief was a mini-
mal, 8 percent factor, in the change in
the budget situation.

Over the long term, the tax cut ac-
counts for 33 percent of the change in
the budget picture.

There is a third myth about the tax
relief package. According to this myth,
the tax relief package was a tax cut
only for the wealthiest Americans.
Most often this myth comes in the
form of a statistic. The statistic is that
40 percent of the benefits of the tax cut
went to the top 1 percent of taypayers?

Where did the statistic come from?
Did it come from the non-partisan
Joint Committee on Taxation? The an-
swer is no. The statistic cited by the
media and the Democratic Leadership
critics comes from a liberal think
tank.

Once again, facts can be ugly things
for harsh critics of the bipartisan tax
relief package. According to the Joint
Committee on Taxation, Congress’s of-
ficial non-partisan scorekeeper, the tax
code is more progressive with the tax
relief package. Joint Tax, concludes
that the bipartisan tax relief returns to
taxpayers, on a progressive basis, a
small portion of the record level of
Federal taxes.

Joint Tax’s analysis shows that the
largest reduction in tax burden went to
taxpayers in the lower and middle in-
come brackets. For instance, taxpayers
with incomes between $10,000 and
$20,000, will see their taxes reduced by
almost 14 percent when the tax cut is
fully in effect. Taypayers with over
$200,000 will see their taxes reduced by
barely 6 percent. This analysis shows
that the third myth, like the first two,
does not stand up when compared to
the facts.

It is understandable that the largest
tax relief package in a generation
would spark continuous opposition
from those that prefer record levels of
Federal taxation. That is a good polit-
ical debate that should play out. The
terms of the debate, however, should be
based on facts, not myths.

Now, I raise this point because we are
about to embark on a new effort at aid-
ing the recovery of the economy. As
chairman of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, I am open to all ideas, Repub-
lican and Democrat, aimed at boosting
investment and consumer demand. The
Finance Committee will begin to exam-
ine these proposals in our usual bipar-
tisan manner. When we examine these
proposals, however, we will use facts,
not myths as our guide.
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Now, let’s look at some facts about
the President’s proposal. These are
facts developed by the Treasury De-
partment. These facts tell the story
about who benefits from the Presi-
dent’s proposal.

I have five examples, and then I will
yield the floor.

Example No. 1: A married couple
with one child making $40,000 gets a
tax cut of $732. That is a tax bill of
$2,235 goes down to $1,603. For that
married couple with one child making
$40,000, that is a 33-percent tax cut.

Example No. 2: A married couple
with two children making $40,000 will
get a cut of $1,133; in other words, a re-
duction of their $1,178 tax bill down to
only $45, and that is a 96-percent tax
cut.

Example No. 3: A married couple
with two children making $20,000 more,
$60,000, will get a tax cut of $900, a re-
duction, then, from $3,750 down to
$2,850. That married couple with two
children gets a 24-percent tax cut.

Example No. 4: A married couple
with two children making $75,000 gets a
tax cut of $1,122, and that is from a
$5,817 present tax bill reduced to $4,695,
and that is a 19-percent tax cut.

Example No. 5, the last example: A
married couple, both age 65, making
$40,000, of which $2,000 might be divi-
dends and $15,000 Social Security bene-
fits, will get a tax cut of $380—their tax
bill down from $930 down to $550—or a
41-percent tax cut.

I ask everybody to stick to the facts,
use the facts, let the facts speak for
themselves, and I think we will have a
more intellectually honest debate.

I yield the floor, and since I do not
see any colleagues wanting recogni-

tion, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as in morning business.

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, through-
out the course of the day, those who
have followed the debate know we have
been discussing the state of the econ-
omy and what we can do in Wash-
ington—if anything—to improve it. I
listened with great interest to my
friend and colleague from Utah, Sen-
ator BENNETT, who came to the floor
and admonished us to remember that
government did not create jobs. He was
very specific in saying jobs are created
by business, by the capital investment,
the creativity, the entrepreneurship,
and risk taking of individuals. It is
hard to argue with that. My own expe-
rience in business confirmed as a basic
premise that the success of business
and the private sector depends to a
great extent on individuals.
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It is naive to suggest that is all it
takes in order for a businessperson to
be successful. There are several things
they have to turn to. One is the rule of
law which, fortunately, we have for the
most part in this country. Some coun-
tries do not have that. They also have
to look to a basic infrastructure in a
country to serve that business, whether
it is the telephone communications or
the Internet or highways, which of
course involve government, and of
course the educational training of the
people in the business; that usually in-
volves the government, as well—things
that we do create a climate for busi-
ness to succeed or fail.

What we are talking about now is
how to improve the business climate in
America: What is it we can do that will
encourage entrepreneurs—businesses
large and small—to expand and create
employment with the production of
goods and services, create the kind of
economic activity that leads to eco-
nomic growth and the improvement of
the quality of life in America? That is
what the debate comes down to.

I would not argue with Senator BEN-
NETT’s premise, but I conclude that a
good government with good policies
can certainly help businesses prosper.
We need it at this point in time. The
unemployment data we have been
given by official government sources
suggests we are facing unemployment
levels that we have not seen for 50
years in the United States. It is hard to
imagine we are at that point, but we
are. The economy lost 101,000 jobs in
December, 188,000 over the last 2
months; 188,000 wage earners and em-
ployees in America are unemployed.
What can we do to create a business
climate to put them back to work?

The President came in with his so-
called stimulus or growth package. He
said, by analysis, that it would create
123,000 jobs after the next year. Think
about that for a second. The Presi-
dent’s plan would create 123,000 over
the next 12 months, and we have lost
almost twice that number in the last 2
months. So if you say that the Presi-
dent’s commitment to this is half-
hearted or not complete, it is fair. We
should be talking about what we can
do, if anything, to invigorate this econ-
omy overall. Many believe the Presi-
dent’s package falls far short of the
mark.

Look at what the President has said
on how much he would spend on a stim-
ulus plan. Here are the Democratic al-
ternatives. Senator BAUCUS, the rank-
ing Democrat on the Senate Finance
Committee, would spend $160 billion in
the first year; Congresswoman PELOSI,
the Democratic leader in the House of
Representatives, $136 billion in the
first year. Look at the President’s
plan: $35 billion in the first year. No
wonder it does not create jobs. No won-
der it does not invigorate the economy.

But stay tuned. The President’s plan,
after the first year, spends a massive
amount of money, $674 billion, and,
with interest, almost $1 trillion for the
President’s plan.
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But it does not meet the first test.
The first test is: Does it stimulate the
economy? Does it get us moving again?
Will it encourage businesses to expand
and encourage people to invest? Will it
create jobs? Will it create wealth? The
honest answer is, for this downpay-
ment of $35 billion, it is not much of a
commitment. The sad part is that even
though it is not much of a commit-
ment, the overall cost of the Presi-
dent’s plan over the 10-year period of
time, $939 billion for the President’s
plan, comes directly out of the Social
Security trust fund. So, not only does
the President’s plan fail to stimulate
the economy, the money that is being
spent, the tax breaks being given, are
coming right out of the Social Security
trust fund.

Remember the ‘‘Saturday Night
Live” routine where Al Gore, during
the campaign, was being chided for al-
ways talking about the lockbox and
people wondering: What is this politi-
cian raving about—a lockbox? What
could this mean? It was a shorthand
term used on the floor of the Senate
over and over again by Democrats and
Republicans to suggest we were cre-
ating a lockbox for Social Security; we
were never going to reach into Social
Security; we were going to protect it at
all costs. That debate disappeared 2
years ago. And now we have a whole-
sale raid on the Social Security trust
fund. The lockbox has been busted open
and is now being spent right and left at
the very time when we know the Social
Security trust fund is going to need to
have extraordinary resources in order
to meet its obligations.

Let me show this illustration. This is
the Social Security trust fund that is
going to face a cash deficit as baby
boomers retire. People born imme-
diately after World War II reach their
Social Security eligibility after having
paid a lifetime into Social Security
and will turn to their Government for
this pension protection into which they
paid. We know they are coming in large
numbers—the largest numbers in our
history. The question is: Will we be
prepared? The answer is: No, if you fol-
low President Bush’s plan.

What I am about to show gets even
worse. This is an illustration of what
happens to the Social Security cash
deficit. This period shows a surplus of
Social Security. It is because we were
drawing more from payroll taxes and
we were trying to create surpluses in
Washington which would not raid the
Social Security trust fund. For years
in the Clinton administration, we had
surpluses for the first time in 30 years.
The surpluses meant that the Social
Security trust fund was showing a sur-
plus.

Look at what happens. In the year
2017, right as the baby boomers start
arriving in huge numbers, we now see
all the accumulated surpluses in Social
Security trust fund, the green ink dis-
appearing into red ink. Look at what is
coming. One would say a good steward,
a President who saw this, would think
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twice about a tax plan which would
create a deeper pool of red ink in the
Social Security trust fund. But, in fact,
he is not. President Bush’s plan, $939
billion over 10 years, as I mentioned
earlier, creates even greater deficits in
Social Security.

Will we meet our obligations in these
years? I might not be here to attest to
it, but I would guess we would. We will
not break our faith with the American
people. But it basically means we will
be drawing money from other govern-
ment spending to put it into Social Se-
curity to make up for the deficit which
we are creating and aggravating today.

Would anyone consider that in terms
of your own family and children?
Would anyone consider it fair to enter
into a debt today that your children
would have to pay—a substantial debt
that you know your children would
have to sacrifice to pay? I don’t think
that is fair for a family. I don’t think
it is fair for America. So the Presi-
dent’s plan not only betrays the baby
boom generation which is expecting its
payment and deserves it, it is entitled
to it, it betrays their children and
grandchildren who will have to pay off
the debts created by the President’s
economic policies and decisions today.

Of course we know about Medicare,
another plan that is critically impor-
tant for seniors across America. This
chart shows health insurance for senior
citizens. About the same thing is hap-
pening with Medicare, as shown on this
chart, as happens with Social Security.
As the baby boomers arrive, taking ad-
vantage of Medicare, with escalating
health care costs, less and less money
is available, creating deficits. Nothing
is being done by this administration to
deal with this crisis. In fact, the Presi-
dent’s economic stimulus plan will
make the crisis worse. We take the
money out of Medicare, out of the So-
cial Security trust fund, and make it
more difficult to meet those obliga-
tions which we know we will face. This
cannot be ignored. It is reality.

As we look at this, we find ourselves
going more deeply into debt because of
the plans of the President. These are
projections the President’s administra-
tion came up with. When we said ‘‘the
debt to be held by the public of the
United States in the year 2008, the
President told us in January of 2001 not
to worry, the first round of his tax cuts
would be so good for the economy,
would encourage so much growth, that
we would see the debt of America by
the year 2008 shrink to $36 billion. I
wish that were true. In fact, his admin-
istration came back 2 years later and
said: Slight miscalculation. We have to
recalculate the anticipated debt in
2008, and it will not be $36 billion, it
will be $4.7 trillion.

So the President’s first economic
stimulus plan fell flat on its face. It
gave tax breaks to the wealthiest peo-
ple in America. It did not invigorate
the economy. It created more deficits
and more debt, and the President has
said to us: We want to continue doing
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that, we want to continue moving in
that direction.

That is not healthy for America.
That kind of debt will have to be paid
for by our children, and the Govern-
ment borrowing this money will be at
the expense of the capital available for
businesses in the private sector.

Going back to Senator BENNETT’s
point, a business wanting to create a
job many times needs capital to ex-
pand. A businessperson, if he or she
doesn’t have the money to put in the
business, will borrow it. The interest
rates paid will depend on the competi-
tion for that money. If the competition
is fierce for limited money, interest
rates go up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 10 additional minutes.

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

Mr. DURBIN. If there is competition
for this money, the interest rates go
up. If the Government is borrowing to
cover its own debt, that means interest
rates go higher so the businessperson,
whether he is in Chicago or she is in
Springfield or New York City, is going
to pay a higher interest rate for the
capital needed in order to expand the
business. That is what we are doing
here. We are deepening the debt of the
United States of America and increas-
ing the deficit.

If you look at why we are doing it, I
think it tells another part of the story.
This plan being proposed by the Presi-
dent for tax cuts is one that does not
pass the fairness test. That is critically
important. Issues have been raised dur-
ing the course of the day, interesting
issues about sacrifice in America.
Since September 11, we have been
proud of the unity of America and the
spirit of sacrifice. People have said: We
are coming forward to help.

I remember, in the days after Sep-
tember 11, how many of us went to
blood banks all across the United
States, believing if there was a na-
tional emergency and a need, we want-
ed to make sure there would be an ade-
quate blood supply. I remember seeing
that in Chicago and other places, being
a participant myself. There was an ac-
tual belief that we had an obligation as
citizens to do something extra for
America, the belief that we should sac-
rifice for the good and strength of this
country.

That belief is always out there in
America. The right leader can tap it,
and Americans will step forward time
and time again. They won’t disappoint
you. The people will be there to stand
behind their country. We are still in
that time of testing. Mr. President,
130,000 military personnel in the United
States are now positioned for the inva-
sion of Iraq; 130,000 men and women, ci-
vilian and military, who are there pre-
pared to risk and, sadly—I hope it is
never necessary—maybe even give
their lives in service to their country.
We cannot ask a greater sacrifice of
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any person than what we are asking of
those 130,000.

Some of them are full-time military.
Others are Reservists and National
Guardsmen who were called up and left
their families and jobs to serve their
country. The point raised on the floor
today was: What does the President’s
plan do for these Reservists and
Guardsmen and their families? What
does it do for people in their income
categories? The sad reality is that it
does little or nothing.

Take a look at these numbers as an
indication of what the President’s plan
would do when it comes to tax cuts for
those in different income categories. If
someone is earning from $21,000 to
$38,000 in income—that is certainly the
low end of the middle class—the Presi-
dent’s tax cut is $265 a year. What is
that, $56.50 a week under the President’s
tax plan. How does that change the
economy? Now look at the 260,000 peo-
ple in America with incomes over $1
million a year who would see an annual
tax benefit of $88,873 from the Presi-
dent.

Does this make sense? Is this fair?
We are saying to people in lower in-
come categories: Sacrifice for the good
of America and stand unified. Be pre-
pared. We need your help. We need to
be together.

Then you say to people who are bet-
ter off than virtually anyone else in
America: We are going to make certain
that you receive the lion’s share of the
benefit in the President’s tax cut pack-
age.

As my friend from Minnesota and
others have said, this is clearly ‘‘no
millionaire left behind.” That is the
policy of the Bush administration when
it comes to tax cuts.

If it worked, if it were a winning for-
mula, I would swallow hard and say, do
it again. But the President tried this 2
years ago, and it failed. It failed to in-
vigorate the economy. That is why we
are still in this drastic circumstance
today. Giving more tax breaks to
wealthy people, the trickle-down the-
ory of economics, the philosophy that
this administration has pushed time
and time again, has failed to invigorate
this economy, and the President wants
more of the same.

That is not going to work. I am hop-
ing some of my Republican colleagues
who are now in the majority of both
the House and the Senate understand
that, too, and will prevail on the Presi-
dent to move beyond this whole notion
that somehow taking the personal tax
off corporate dividends is going to turn
the American economy around and
somehow giving $89,500 a year in tax
breaks to the wealthiest people will in-
vigorate this economy.

Mr. DAYTON. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield to
my colleague.

Mr. DAYTON. I thank the Senator
for bringing these facts to our atten-
tion.

Regarding the last chart the Senator
had, regarding the benefits for those
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making more than $1 million, as I re-
call, isn’t that in addition to a tax cut
that was about $45,000 per multi-
millionaire in 2001? So this $88,000
would be in addition to the $45,000 a
year tax cut those individuals received
2 years ago?

Mr. DURBIN. My understanding is
the Senator is correct. There is a mi-
nority group which the President clear-
ly wants to speak for and stand up for.
The $44,000 in tax benefits given 2 years
ago the President and the administra-
tion believe were not enough; they
need to give more tax breaks to people
in those higher categories.

I will bet the Senator from Min-
nesota knows families in his State, as
I do in mine, at much lower levels who
could use assistance, a few extra dol-
lars to help pay for the necessities of
life and pay a few extra dollars to put
in savings for their children’s edu-
cation. These sorts of things are the re-
alities of life of families. I think mil-
lionaires and people who have been for-
tunate to be that well off can take care
of themselves. I am curious as to why
this administration continues to want
to throw out the life preserver to peo-
ple who are floating around in their
yvachts. I don’t get it.

Mr. DAYTON. I share the view of the
Senator. For someone making more
than $1 million, if they can’t live on
what they are making, they should not
come to the rest of taxpaying Ameri-
cans and ask for these handouts. Most
Minnesotans don’t make as much in in-
come as these tax breaks for these peo-
ple who are making these amounts.
The facts speak for themselves. The
facts tell the American people who gets
everything out of this bill and who gets
very little.

Mr. DURBIN. This is another chart, I
might say to my friend from Min-
nesota, which tells the story as well in
terms of whom it benefits.

Mr. President, 78 percent of the bene-
fits in the President’s proposal are to
people in the top 20 percent of income.
If you divide all the wage earners in
America into five groups based on how
much they make, the top 20 percent get
78 percent of the President’s benefits,
more than $68,000 a year. Then, when
you get down to the lower 40 percent of
wage earners, they are getting less
than $21,000. It really tells the story. If
you are going to give tax benefits to a
majority of Americans, and a majority
of benefits to those Americans, you
really have to take a look at the dis-
tributional charts here.

First, it strikes me it is not good eco-
nomics. Good economics suggest if you
want to increase demand for goods and
services, you give spending power to
people who will spend rather than save.
That is basic as principles of econom-
ics. So it is not good economics to
stimulate an economy by rewarding
the wealthiest people, who are more
likely to save the money than spend it.

Second, it is fundamentally not fair.
I think many of the people who pro-
pound the President’s proposal before
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us really do not believe and agree with
progressive income tax. They don’t be-
lieve that people who are more com-
fortable and better off should pay more
than those who are struggling. Frank-
ly, over the last several weeks we have
heard some of those arguments. I still
recall a statement on the floor from
the Senator from Pennsylvania, who
got up and said a third of the wage
earners in America pay no taxes at all.
I invite him again to go out and meet
with those wage earners who will show
to the Senator their payroll stubs.
They are paying taxes every hour of
every day of every week they work,
and to say they are not taxpayers 1
think is an indication that that Sen-
ator is out of touch with the reality of
working America.

These are the things we have to deal
with here. I hope in the days ahead
when we deal with the economic stim-
ulus package we will not overlook the
real challenges facing America to fund
education.

I voted with the President’s No Child
Left Behind proposal. I think there are
many good things in there. But I was
warned by my colleague who sat at this
desk, Senator Paul Wellstone of Min-
nesota, who voted against it. He said
when the time comes, the President
will not put the money on the table for
schools. Sadly, I have to say in Paul
Wellstone’s memory, he was right. The
President has refused to fund the pro-
gram for No Child Left Behind which
he has created. He has established the
standards and mandates on school dis-
tricts across America, but has refused
to fund them.

We will give the Senate a chance, 1
hope, in the next few days to vote for
the funding.

Second, we have to do something
about health care in this country. The
cost of health insurance is prohibitive.
The increases are so high we now have
employees of companies such as Gen-
eral Electric going on strike because
the employees cannot sustain the in-
creased costs of health insurance. And
not a word comes from this White
House and this administration to ad-
dress this national crisis.

A hospital administrator in Illinois
came to see me last week. He said, Sen-
ator, we have a perfect storm here.
Health insurance costs are beyond the
reach of families and businesses. The
costs of maintaining hospitals are
going up, and the Government is to-
tally unresponsive to any of these ele-
ments. He is right, sadly. The Presi-
dent’s State of the Union Address will
give him a chance to really show he is
even aware of this problem. I hope he
is.

In the meantime, $89,000 breaks to
millionaires is hardly the kind of as-
sistance Americans need.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding that morning business has
expired.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

———

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the period
for morning business be extended until
2:30 with the time equally divided, with
Senators allowed to speak for 10 min-
utes each.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President,
with reference to the previously pro-
pounded unanimous consent request, I
ask unanimous consent that the time
be divided equally on the quorum call.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

—————
CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
first want to offer a few comments
about the very important birthday of
the greatest civil rights leader of our
time, Dr. Martin Luther King, and give
some thoughts about the issue of civil
rights and our commitment to equal
opportunities for all Americans.

Obviously, we need to continue to
fight to protect the rights of all Ameri-
cans by supporting and ensuring full
implementation of the antidiscrimina-
tion laws. But we also need to ensure
that programs designed to create equal
opportunity for all groups and for all
individuals in our society in critical
areas such as education and health
care are fully implemented.

I believe an important test of our
commitment to equality is an exam-
ination of the broader policy choices
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we make and the priorities we set as
we allocate Federal dollars.

We have heard a great deal from the
administration, and continue to, about
their championing of minorities and
the disadvantaged. But, unfortunately,
there seems to me to be a pattern of
shortchanging the programs and the
policy initiatives that are most mean-
ingful to those very groups, at least
those groups as I visit with them in my
home State.

In the context of education—which
the Presiding Officer is extremely well
versed in—the administration’s posi-
tion has embraced the Children’s De-
fense Fund slogan, which is: We Should
Leave No Child Behind.

Last Congress, on a bipartisan basis,
we enacted the No Child Left Behind
Act which, for the first time, demands
that our educational system dem-
onstrate progress for all children by
closing existing achievement gaps. I
believe the accountability provisions
in that law can have a revolutionary
impact on our educational system and
can bring us a great distance toward
ensuring equal educational opportuni-
ties for all children.

But we need to back up these man-
dates and these requirements by work-
ing in partnership with State and local
governments to provide the resources
the schools and the teachers need to
help all of our children to succeed. And
I do not believe we have seen a real
commitment to do that from this ad-
ministration.

The pending fiscal year 2003 budget,
which we are getting ready to debate,
even as soon as this afternoon,
underfunds the No Child Left Behind
Act by $7 billion. The President in-
cluded a small increase from the title I
program—the program targeted to dis-
tricts and schools with large numbers
of disadvantaged students—but even
with this increase, the program re-
mains underfunded by $5 billion. The
proposed funding level will not be suffi-
cient to keep pace with the growth in
child poverty. It will mean over 6 mil-
lion poor children will be left behind.

In addition, the President’s budget
zero funds programs that are targeted
at assisting minority groups. One of
those is the dropout prevention pro-
gram which we wrote into that law.

The dropout rate for Hispanic stu-
dents in this country is almost three
times that for non-Hispanic white stu-
dents. Most recent data—1999 through
2000—shows a dropout rate among
white non-Hispanic students of 10 per-
cent; among Hispanic students, just
over 27 percent. These children are
being left behind. Yet despite bipar-
tisan agreement during the negotia-
tions on the No Child Left Behind Act
to include this program, to include this
initiative at the Federal level, to assist
with dropout prevention efforts in our
high schools and in our middle schools,
the administration has proposed zero
funding for the program. They propose
zero funding in the 2003 fiscal year
budget, which we are going to be debat-
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ing later today or tomorrow; and I fear
they may propose zero funding for the
dropout prevention program in the new
budget we see at the beginning of Feb-
ruary.

The refusal to fund this program is
an even greater problem in light of the
new focus on student performance and
assessment. The increased focus on as-
sessments has led many to fear dropout
rates will increase as States strive to
meet their academic performance
goals. There is a danger that kids who
are not doing well on tests will be the
ones most likely to drop out. We tried
to address the issue by including a pro-
vision in the new law that requires
schools to show that increased test
scores do not come at the expense of
increased dropout rates. But the ad-
ministration’s recent regulations inter-
preting the new law gut this protection
by allowing schools to claim progress
even if dropout rates for some groups
increase.

If we truly intend to leave no child
behind—and I do believe there was good
faith in the effort to put this bill to-
gether—educational funding, particu-
larly funding for programs such as this
I have just discussed that are targeted
toward the most disadvantaged chil-
dren—and this includes a dispropor-
tionately large number of minorities—
these programs need to be our top pri-
ority, not our lowest priority.

We also see misconceived priorities
in the area of health care. The Insti-
tute of Medicine at the National Acad-
emy of Sciences said in a report they
issued.

[A] large body of published research
reveals that racial and ethnic minori-
ties experience a lower quality of
health services, and are less likely to
receive even routine medical proce-
dures than are white Americans.

One of the number of recommenda-
tions the report made—and has been ig-
nored, thus far, by the administra-
tion—is the recommendation to ensure
public health care payors—that means
Medicaid and the Children’s Health In-
surance Program, specifically—that
the health beneficiaries of those pro-
grams are brought to the same level in
their benefits as those who get their
benefits through the private sector.

In the area of providing coverage to
low-income pregnant women, the ad-
ministration first supported and then
turned its back on a bipartisan ap-
proach to cover low-income pregnant
women with access to the full array of
prenatal, delivery, and postpartum
care that is typical in the private sec-
tor. This bipartisan effort—Senator
BoOND was very involved in this, as were
other Senators on both the Republican
side and Democratic side—the bipar-
tisan effort would improve the out-
comes of deliveries for both pregnant
women and their children, particularly
among racial and ethnic minorities
who are disproportionately enrolled in
these public sector programs.

According to the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, CDC, African
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American women have mortality rates
over four times higher than that of
non-Hispanic whites. American Indian/
Alaska Natives, Asian/Pacific Island-
ers, and Hispanic women have mor-
tality rates 67 percent, 55 percent, and
41 percent, respectively, that are high-
er than non-Hispanic whites.

To address this problem, we have
pushed to provide States the option to
provide comprehensive coverage to
pregnant women, including lifesaving
postpartum care through the CHIP pro-
gram. The Bush administration has de-
cided to reject that approach and, in-
stead, proposed a regulation that does
not provide comprehensive coverage
such as postpartum care to pregnant
women. The administration has cho-
sen, instead, to pursue an ideological
agenda with respect to women’s health
and abortion rather than to address
this most basic health issue for women
and infants.

There are other areas that show a
lack of commitment to equal oppor-
tunity for Americans. For example, the
administration alleges it wants to
eliminate poverty through progressive
welfare-to-work policies. I heard the
President yesterday indicating his de-
sire that people work 40 hours a week.
I favor requiring people to work what-
ever is reasonable, but we have seen
great resistance from the administra-
tion in our efforts to increase child
care funding, which is essential for the
mothers we are now requiring to go to
work. We need to see that that issue is
adequately addressed. And the adminis-
tration needs to support our efforts to
increase child care funding as part of
any reauthorization of the welfare leg-
islation.

There has been a lot of discussion in
the last few days about the unfairness
and inequities in the tax proposal of
the administration and how that is
clearly skewed to help the wealthy and
not to help the average American of
whatever racial or ethnic background.

In the area of pension reform, again,
minorities are less likely to work for
an employer that offers a retirement
plan. We need to do something signifi-
cant to try to expand pension coverage
in this country. That is a great failing.
Well over half of the private sector em-
ployees in my State do not have pen-
sion coverage, and that is an issue that
needs addressing as much as anything
else in the pension area.

To summarize my views, we need to
provide equal access to high quality
education, equal access to adequate
health care, and to child care. We need
to support equitable tax policies. That
is what is essential if we are going to
support equity and equality and really
follow through on the rhetoric which
we hear related to the birthday of Mar-
tin Luther King.

———

THE UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION ACT

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let
me also speak to the Unemployment
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Compensation Act we passed. Last
week, Congress passed important legis-
lation to help nearly 4 million Ameri-
cans whose eligibility for unemploy-
ment insurance benefits expired on the
28th of December.

Three million of these Americans are
now entitled to an additional 13 weeks
of extended unemployment benefits
through the first half of 2003. Another
780,000 will receive the remainder of the
original 13 weeks that they were enti-
tled to under the temporary extended
unemployment compensation program.
This is good news. I, as most of my col-
leagues, I am sure, announced in my
State that this was good news for un-
employed workers and we needed to
thank the President and thank all who
helped to get that done.

The bad news, though, is that this
legislation did not help an estimated 1
million Americans who have exhausted
their unemployment insurance benefits
and are no longer eligible for assist-
ance. The fundamental problem in the
United States, in my State of New
Mexico as well as other States, is that
jobs are being lost and, unfortunately,
no new net jobs are being created. The
economy is not getting better. It is
getting worse.

Americans are caught in a downward
economic spiral economically that
began 2 years ago. It shows no signs of
improvement.

The problem with the legislation we
passed this last week is that it simply
ignored these million people who do
not have jobs today and who likely will
not have jobs anytime soon. These are
people who have played by the rules,
who, through no fault of their own, find
themselves without a job. Many of
them are trying to get the skills nec-
essary to be able to take another job,
but we have cut off any benefit to
them.

I believe we need to help these people
in a tangible way. Providing extended
unemployment benefits in a time of
crisis is the least we can do. Unemploy-
ment insurance offers, at most, a sub-
sistence level of existence. No one gets
rich on unemployment insurance. It
seems to me we should be able to offer
some financial security to our friends
and neighbors when they need it most.

In my home State, I have seen this
issue most directly in those who have
become unemployed in my home coun-
ty of Grant County where the copper
mine and smelter have essentially shut
down. The workers in that mine and
smelter have found themselves unem-
ployed. The unfortunate reality is that
many of those people lost their jobs be-
fore March of this last year. Accord-
ingly, they have run through the 39
weeks of unemployment compensation
they could receive, and we have failed
to add to that and provide any addi-
tional assistance to them.

Back in the early 1990s, we passed a
series of bills over a 2-year period spe-
cifically designed to help people who
had no chance of obtaining jobs until
that economy improved. Most Ameri-
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cans during that period—this was 10
years ago, when former President Bush
was in the White House—were entitled
to at least 52 weeks of unemployment
insurance coverage. Some Americans
in high employment States were enti-
tled to even more.

I don’t understand why we are not
willing to step up and do that same
thing again in this current economic
circumstance. In fact, the economic
circumstance we find ourselves in
today is at least as bad as what we
faced in the early 1990s.

We could be using this as an oppor-
tunity to retool and make our country
stronger economically. Instead, we are
pretending the problem does not exist
and pretending that these workers will
somehow or other fend for themselves.
The policy makes no sense to me. I
don’t think it is good strategy. It is not
good economics.

I add my voice to that of other col-
leagues who spoke last week who ar-
gued that we need to do more for those
who are out of work. I hope if the econ-
omy continues to suffer as it currently
is, we will revisit this issue and provide
these extended unemployment benefits
out to 52 weeks for unemployed Ameri-
cans.

Offering extended benefits to Ameri-
cans who have exhausted their unem-
ployment benefits is a step in making
this country stronger. I urge that
course on my colleagues.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER
CHAMBLISS). Without objection,
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

I ask unanimous consent to proceed
for 10 minutes as in morning business.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, re-
ports indicate that the Bush adminis-
tration intends to submit a brief in the
Supreme Court opposing the University
of Michigan’s use of affirmative action
in its admissions policy. This still
sends the absolute wrong message
about the administration’s commit-
ment to civil rights and equal edu-
cational opportunity for all Americans.
Today is Martin Luther King’s birth-
day, and he would be the first to con-
demn the shameful hypocrisy of the ad-
ministration on race.

Affirmative action is critical to pro-
viding educational opportunities for
qualified minority students. Much of
the progress that we have made in this
country in reducing the income and
employment gaps between minorities
and whites is the direct result of af-
firmative action programs that have
provided minority students with access
to colleges and universities.

We know that the struggle for equal-
ity is not over. Even with affirmative
action, there are significant racial dis-
parities in higher education between

(Mr.
the
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minority students and white students.
Currently, African-Americans enroll in
higher education at 85 percent the rate
of white students. Latinos enroll in
higher education at only 80 percent the
rate of white students. As a country,
we need to work to close that gap, as
the administration now proposes, not
widen it.

By providing educational opportuni-
ties to talented minority students, af-
firmative action programs help benefit
all of our society. We all benefit when
students are allowed to fulfill their
true potential. We all benefit from
lower poverty rates, and higher income
and employment rates. Students ben-
efit from the interaction and learning
that takes place among students from
different racial and ethnic back-
grounds.

Opponents of affirmative action rely
on myths that are refuted by numerous
studies and even by common sense.
They argue that affirmative action is
unfair to qualified white students. But
as the Michigan admissions programs
demonstrate, affirmative action pro-
grams do not involve special quotas or
set-asides for minority students. A stu-
dent’s racial and ethnic background is
one among many factors that are con-
sidered in determining admission. In
addition to a student’s grades, test
scores and recommendations, univer-
sities consider such factors as whether

student’s parents are alumni, a stu-
dent’s socio-economic background,
their geographic background and

whether they have special artistic, ath-
letic or other talents to contribute.
Given the range of factors considered
in college admissions, the true unfair-
ness would come from saying race and
ethnicity are the only factors that
could not be considered.

Opponents also argue that affirma-
tive action helps unqualified students.
The University of Michigan’s affirma-
tive action program admits only quali-
fied students. The success of minorities
graduating from selective schools as
measured by their graduation rate,
their performance in professional and
graduate school, and their success in
future careers and as community lead-
ers is well documented in a recent
study by William Bowen and Derek
Bok in their book ‘‘Shape of the
River.” Most of the African-American
and Latino students accepted under af-
firmative action come from lower-in-
come backgrounds than white stu-
dents. They are more likely to have
gone to segregated and poorly-funded
schools, and much less likely to have
parents who had attended college. Yet
despite these disadvantages, their suc-
cess was comparable to their white
counterparts.

The administration suggests that it
supports the idea of racial and ethnic
diversity, but that it doesn’t believe
that one should use what it calls ‘‘ra-
cial preferences’ to achieve this. This,
however, is a cop-out that evades the
key question posed by the Michigan
case: that is, whether racial and ethnic
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diversity is a compelling governmental
interest. Not whether it is a merely
good thing, but whether, given the cen-
tral importance of integrated schools
to our society, it is a constitutionally
compelling interest.

Moreover, any suggestion that all
universities can enroll a diverse stu-
dent simply by relying on race-neutral
programs, such as percentage plans is
simply wrong. As a recent report by
the U.S. Civil Rights Commission
makes clear, percentage plans have
failed to markedly affect enrollment of
minorities at flagship state univer-
sities. In addition, these programs do
not even purport to reach graduate or
professional schools or private col-
leges, all of which would be affected by
the Supreme Court’s ruling.

In failing to support the University
of Michigan’s program, the Adminis-
tration is undermining the central
promise of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment’s equal protection clause. The
equal protection clause was founded on
the notion of providing equality of op-
portunity to all Americans, particu-
larly those who had been disadvan-
taged by our country’s history of dis-
crimination. We have done tremendous
work in this country to improve edu-
cational opportunities from elemen-
tary school through higher education,
and to reduce racial inequities, but our
work to fulfill the promise of the equal
protection clause, and the core values
that underlie our democracy is not
done. I had hope that the administra-
tion would join those of us who seek to
continue that struggle and I am tre-
mendously disappointed in the decision
they have made today.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, may I in-
quire, are we in a period for morning
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

NORTH KOREA

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I wish to
speak to the issue that is very much on
everybody’s mind today, and that is
the question of what is going to happen
on the peninsula of North Korea and
how do the actions of the TUnited
States, with respect to the North Ko-
rean Government’s violation of inter-
national agreements, affect our ability
to deal with the current situation we
face in Iraq.

Let me begin by saying that there
have been attempts by people in the
media to compare the threats between
Iraq on one hand and North Korea on
the other, sometimes I think in an ef-
fort to suggest that the President has
misplaced his priorities. I would like to
set the record straight.

I think the administration has made
it clear, and others are very clear, that
there is a big threat from both Iraq and
North Korea. Make no mistake about
it, it serves no purpose to try to com-
pare those threats in some theoretical
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way. Both have to be dealt with in
their own way, and that also means in
their own time.

The reason the administration began
dealing with Saddam Hussein and Iraq
is because that was left over business
from the gulf war of 11 years ago where
Saddam Hussein said—promised—that
he would do certain things: That he
would, for example, not have weapons
of mass destruction or seek to acquire
nuclear capability; that he would dis-
mantle his missile program, and so on.

We know through our intelligence
that he has failed time and again to
comply with those requirements. He
has even continued to shoot at our un-
armed predator reconnaissance air-
craft, as well as the manned aircraft we
fly to do surveillance over the areas of
Iraqg we have been flying over, the so-
called no-fly zones, ever since the end
of the gulf war.

I note that is a kind of inspection.
When people at the United Nations say
Iraq is cooperating with the inspec-
tions, I wonder how much those pilots
think this cooperation is for them
when they are being shot at by the
Iraqis. Some cooperation.

In any event, that is unfinished busi-
ness with which we have to deal if
international agreements are going to
mean anything. The United Nations
has resolutions. Saddam Hussein
agreed to abide by them. He has not
done so. The question is, At what point
is the United Nations going to finally
decide to enforce those resolutions?
That is the point President Bush
brought to the attention of the United
Nations Security Council. They adopt-
ed a resolution that basically gave Sad-
dam Hussein one last chance to show
he was in compliance.

In the judgment of virtually every-
one who looked at the document filed
by Saddam Hussein allegedly dem-
onstrating his compliance, it is a false
and fraudulent document and shows
that he is in noncompliance rather
than the other way around, a result of
which, sooner or later, we are going to
have to deal with Saddam Hussein.
That is where the President found him-
self prior to the evolution of the North
Korean crisis.

In one respect it is timely for us to
deal with Iraq because from a military
standpoint, there is no question that
we can deal with Iraq in a way that can
minimize casualties, that does not in-
volve a large threat that he will attack
his neighbors. Fortunately, the Israelis
have developed a missile defense pro-
gram in the 11 years since the end of
the gulf war and will probably be able
to, through the Arrow missile defense
system, handle any kind of Scud mis-
sile attack on them, and Saddam Hus-
sein has not yet acquired a nuclear
weapon, in our belief. As a result, he is
not in a position to resist a U.S. effort
to bring him into compliance with the
U.N. resolution militarily in a way
that we fear from a military stand-
point.

On the other hand, the crisis in North
Korea has now broken out, and we are
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faced with a question of whether mili-
tary action there is possible. Of course,
it is possible. We should never take
military action off the table. But we
know that the capability of North
Korea has evolved to the point where it
would be much more difficult to take
military action, among other reasons,
because they have long-range missiles,
they have nuclear weapons, we believe,
and they have a lot of weaponry just a
few miles across the DMZ from Seoul,
Korea, where something like 8 or 10
million people are located, including a
large number of American troops. As a
result, that situation has evolved be-
yond the point where we believe it is
efficacious to use a military solution
to deal with the crisis. It is a good il-
lustration of why we should deal with
those problems before they get to that
point.

Fortunately, Iraq does present the
situation prior to that point that en-
ables us to take military action there.
Again, that crisis evolved, diplomacy
failed, and it is a crisis ripe for resolu-
tion, if Saddam Hussein does not come
clean for the world community and the
United States, by military action.

We are not at that point with North
Korea yet. That situation arose rel-
atively recently. We have known for
some time there had been violations of
the agreement that North Korea made
not to produce fissile material. They fi-
nally confessed to Under Secretary
Kelly back in September that they had,
in fact, been developing a uranium en-
richment program for nuclear weapons.
They pointed out that they still had
not, however, violated the agreement
to keep their plutonium program fro-
zen, but in the last few weeks—in the
last week actually—they decided to
unfreeze their plutonium program, as a
result of which that fissile material
can be produced in relatively short
order for inclusion in nuclear weapons.

It is our assessment that in a matter
of a very short period of time North
Korea could again begin producing a
number of nuclear weapons. The threat
to the world, obviously, is significant
because Korea is the largest
proliferator of weapons of mass de-
struction and missiles, and if they
begin selling nuclear weapons, just
imagine what the consequence would
be if a Saddam Hussein or Muammar
Qadhafi—someone 1like that—would
purchase nuclear weapons from a coun-
try such as North Korea.

The point is, that is another crisis
with which we have to deal. I do be-
lieve it is a crisis, and I believe it is a
serious threat, but, as I said, it is a dif-
ferent kind of threat from what we are
presented in Iraq.

The obvious solution is to do what
the President suggested. North Korea
has to meet a goal, and the goal is to
dismantle its weapons program in a
verifiable way. If it does not do so, it is
going to have to face consequences.
The President is willing to engage in a
dialog with North Korea, but there has
to be more than carrots at the end of
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that dialog to entice North Korea to
come into compliance.

North Korea also has to understand
there can be consequences it will not
like if it fails to reach an agreement
that is enforceable, verifiable, and one
that is acceptable to the rest of the
international community.

It now has removed itself from the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. This
is a very dangerous step. As a result,
the United States and the other coun-
tries of the world need to take action.
It would be possible to do so under
chapters 6 and 7 of the U.N. Charter
which provide for action by the United
Nations in the event of a threat to
international peace and stability. We
could impose a resolution similar to
that which applies to Iraq today, Reso-
lution 661, which essentially has quar-
antined Iraq from export and import.
We could do the same with North
Korea saying no more would they be
able to export weapons of mass de-
struction to generate hard currency or,
by the way, illicit drugs, since their
two biggest forms of making money are
selling illicit drugs and weaponry
which they should not be selling to
countries. That would benefit the
world. We would deny hard currency to
North Korea and help prevent the fur-
ther proliferation of these weapons of
mass destruction.

Those are actions we can take today.
Senators MCCAIN, SESSIONS, BAYH, and
I introduced legislation Monday that
provides a range of options of which
the administration can take advan-
tage. It ranges from dealing with the
refugee crisis in North Korea to pre-
venting repatriation of funds from
other countries into North Korea—
again denying hard currency—increas-
ing the broadcasts of Radio Free Asia
into North Korea, ensuring we are ade-
quately prepared to provide a deterrent
to military activity in the region. But
probably the key to it is the reimposi-
tion of sanctions or imposition of new
sanctions, such as Resolution 661 that
applies to Iraq today.

Those are all the kinds of action that
North Korea should understand could
come about if it does not cooperate in
these discussions that the administra-
tion would like to have. It seems to us
that it is important to put those kinds
of points in place so that in addition to
the carrots this administration has
suggested exist, there are some sticks
out there, too, because we have seen in
the past that North Korea tends to vio-
late the agreements it signs; it tends to
negotiate from the posture of strength.
If it has cards on the table, such as its
nuclear weapons and the ability to pro-
liferate these weapons around the
world, then we need some cards on the
table as well.

Right now I do not think the rest of
the international community has many
cards on the table. In effect, we need to
put an ‘“‘or else’ to the end of those ne-
gotiations so when we sit down and
talk to them and they are intransigent,
as they usually are, there is a point our
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negotiators can say: Look, you either
do this or else, and the ‘‘or else’” has to
have some meaning.

Dr. Kissinger made another impor-
tant point, and that is the TUnited
States should not be in this alone. This
is not our fight alone. South Korea, of
all countries, has a stake in helping to
resolve the situation, as does Japan,
China, Russia, and other nations in the
region.

It is important that those nations be
brought into this, and I am glad to see
the Chinese are willing to host some
kind of a meeting and that perhaps
other countries are willing now to be
brought into the process of discussion
so that whatever agreements are
reached, it is a product of the entire
group and not only the United States.

We should not put ourselves into the
position of being the sole party to be
blamed or for people to be looking to
for enforcement of any agreement that
may be entered into.

We have recently seen on the streets
of South Korea our friends, the South
Koreans, telling us they do not want us
in their country anymore. Now that is
a very bad turn of events because we
have been great allies. We are great al-
lies. We mean only to help South Korea
to provide security assurances for their
people.

What it does is tell Americans that if
we are not wanted there, then perhaps
we ought to leave. That is not the right
message to be sending when stability
in the region is so important to main-
tain. It would, of course, send the
wrong signals to North Korea were we
to begin pulling our troops out of
South Korea. That is not the solution
now. Perhaps someday it will be. If
South Korea does not want the United
States to remain, obviously we should
not remain, but the right time to do
this is after this crisis is resolved, not
in the middle of the crisis.

There is a lot hanging in the balance.
It seems to me when we analyze the
situation in Iraq and in Korea, we have
to appreciate that they are two totally
different situations. There are some
parallels. Both countries are part of
the axis of evil. Both represent threats
to the United States and other nations
in the world. They both have to be
dealt with, but they have to be dealt
with in different ways. There is no con-
fusion in the administration policy in
this regard. There is no conflict. This
is not a matter of having disparate
policies. It is merely a matter of recog-
nizing that it is a complex world and
what works in one particular place
may not work in another particular
place.

That is why we have the two dif-
ferent policies, both of which I hope
will involve the international commu-
nity of nations. At the end of the day,
the United States has to have a clear-
eyed policy of its own, one that we are
able to apply in a way that will help to
protect our own national security.
That is why I support what the admin-
istration and President Bush have been
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trying to accomplish in bringing the
situation in Iraq to the point where we
can conclude one way or the other that
Saddam Hussein has complied with the
international obligations he agreed to,
and bring that matter to a conclusion
to enforce those agreements, while at
the same time preparing to resolve the
situation in North Korea in a way that
will not break out in some kind of mili-
tary conflict but will result in a situa-
tion in which North Korea has disman-
tled its nuclear program, its weapons
of mass destruction proliferation pro-
gram, and its missile development pro-
gram in an enforceable and verifiable
way.
I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER

DOLE). The Senator from Nevada.

———

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Madam President, morn-
ing business expired at 2:30. Senator
DOMENICI is in the Chamber, as well as
Senator MURRAY, and there are two Re-
publicans on the floor. Does Senator
DOMENICI wish to be recognized speak?

Mr. DOMENICI. That is what I came
down for.

Mr. REID. For how long?

Mr. DOMENICI. About 7 minutes.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that morning business be extended to
allow Senator DOMENICI to speak for 10
minutes and Senator MURRAY for 10
minutes.

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

The Senator from New Mexico.

——
THE ECONOMY

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
note that we have a little time before
we are hopefully going to move on to
the appropriations bills. I am very
hopeful that the appropriations lead-
ers, under the leadership of our new
leader and Senator DASCHLE, will come
forward with an approach that will per-
mit us to wind up the business from
last year that we have not finished yet.

That brings to mind the business of
the year we are in, which we should be
working on but cannot because we have
not finished last year’s work. So that
is why we are doing it now.

The President of the United States is
going to speak to the American people
a few nights from now, and what most
Presidents do, and the Cabinet mem-
bers who work for the President, is
sometime before the State of the Union
they start talking to the American
people about the principal problems
that our Nation has and they throw out
the ideas they are considering.

Consistent with that, everyone
knows the American economy is, at
best, a growth economy without new
jobs or an American economy that has
not come out of a recession. It looks as
though it is the former rather than the
latter, because if our method of meas-
uring things is correct, we are growing.

(Mrs.
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That is, the gross domestic product is
getting a little bigger every month and
in a year it will be significantly bigger.

Let us start by defining how big is
the gross domestic product. The sum
total of all actions that are worth any-
thing in America, that is the gross do-
mestic product: $10 trillion. We cannot
even understand how big $10 trillion is.
Later in the year, we will compare it
with other countries’. I surmise it
probably is big enough so that it is big-
ger than all of Europe’s. We could prob-
ably add in China, South America, and
a couple of more countries, and it is
probably still bigger than that.

For about 10 years, the economy not
only was growing but it was adding
jobs. As that happened, it miraculously
started producing substantially more
revenue than we had predicted.

Nobody has come to the floor nor
have I heard anybody nationally tell us
why it produced so much more revenue
than we anticipated. Revenue is a sub-
stitute word for taxes, tax receipts. We
did not know why, but it produced bil-
lions of dollars in taxes that we did not
expect. So that is why we got a bal-
anced budget ahead of schedule; tax
revenue came in about $60 billion more
than we expected. So we got a balanced
budget 3 years before we predicted, for
which we all took credit. President
Clinton took credit. Budget Committee
Chairman DOMENICI took credit. Every-
body took credit. I was chairman of the
Budget Committee and we got four bal-
anced budgets. Most of it came because
we held expenditures down rather rea-
sonably—not as much as we should
have, but the revenues came in rather
soundly on the high side.

Then what happened was the econ-
omy went through one of the smallest
recessions in modern times. By that I
mean, how many months did the econ-
omy stay in the red in terms of the
growth in domestic product? How long
was it shrinking instead of growing? If
it shrinks for very long, people go out
of work, companies do not sell their
product. In other words, things that
create wealth are not happening when
it is shrinking.

So it was shrinking, but only for a
short period of time, and then the
measurement of the growth started
going up. As a matter of fact, right
now we are told that the economy is
growing at about 3.5 or 4 percent. But
people in this economy are not being
hired, so unemployment is not going
down, it is going up slightly.

For those who say how bad it is, obvi-
ously it is terrible when any American
is out of work, but 6.1 or 6.2 percent un-
employment is seen as high unemploy-
ment only in the last 12 or 15 years.
Prior to that, 6, 6.5, 7 percent was pret-
ty good in the American economy. We
have grown to expect better of it, but
certainly it is not in a state of depres-
sion. People in this economy are not
being hired because something is hap-
pening internally that is different. It
may be the huge drop in the stock mar-
ket has something to do with it.
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We cannot say that for certain. Peo-
ple do not want to believe that. Power-
ful thinkers say it really is not, but I
think probably it does have something
to do with it.

In addition, investment by businesses
produces wealth, so they can hire more
people. What do I mean? A filling sta-
tion owner buys another filling station
and invests $350,000, and he hires 12
full-time people. That is an increase.
To get there, he had to put money in it.
Money is not being invested in new ac-
tions that cause people to be employed.

What we have to do is take this giant
economy, $10 trillion, and give it a
kick by putting some more money into
it. That will make these transactions
start moving again. Anyone who comes
to the Senate saying, let’s have a tiny
package, the President’s package of
$600 billion over 10 years is too much;
so, what do you want? Say, $100 billion.
Of that, how much goes into the econ-
omy to be spent? Well, $60 billion. And
you think $60 billion will kick the
economy so it will grow $10 trillion
with $60 billion? The economy will not
even know it happened. $60 billion is a
mouse. The economy does not need a
mouse giving it a kick. The economy
needs an elephant and a donkey and
some cars to run into it, give it a real
kick. It has to have real money, not
little tiny boxes of raisins.

One time someone wanted to start
the economy up, some president want-
ed to give everyone a bit of money and
it was so small that one Senator said,
don’t bother with it. The Internal Rev-
enue can just get up on top of buildings
and drop $50 bills and people will pick
them up. Sure, they will spend them.
That is the real way to stimulate the
economy. Of course, we did not do that.

I am talking about how much. The
President’s numbers of $660 to $700 bil-
lion over 10 years is said by Senators
on that side to be way too much. Way
too much for what? The deficit will get
too big. Would you like the economy to
stay like it is, in a state of neutrality
where it is not generating any revenue?
If that is the case and you want to get
into balance, you have to cut every-
thing 10 or 15 percent. America last re-
duced its budget in a recessionary pe-
riod when Hoover was president. That
is now known as Hooverism. Or Hoover
economics. Great man. Solid econo-
mist. Great geologist. A great idea. Ex-
cept when the economy is not going,
you do not cut the budget, you spend
on the budget or you cut taxes.

We will be spending, do not worry,
because we are in a war. But you have
to put tax cuts in place so the Govern-
ment puts money in the hands of peo-
ple; money they would not otherwise
get. If they are already going to get it,
you do not give it to them because that
money is already in the economy. So
you give them money they are not
going to otherwise get. Cut their taxes,
change the marriage tax penalty so
they keep more money, reduce the
brackets so you are in a lower bracket
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and you keep more money from with-
holding, and if you are a businessman
you do not spend so much.

I urge Senators, particularly on our
side of the aisle, if they want to ex-
press their concerns about certain
items in the President’s tax package,
so be it. But clearly we ought to keep
our minds open to the size of the pack-
age needed. Republicans should not
come out of this Congress on the side
of being cautious about stimulating
the economy. We should come out of
this session saying, if people want to be
cautious, let it be them. If the econ-
omy does not get better, they did it.
We should forget that and go with a big
package that is apt to give the econ-
omy a real kick. Nobody knows the
exact numbers. Nobody knows if $600
billion, with $150 billion in the first
year, is right or too much. But clearly
we ought to not be so cautious that we
do not do enough. If that is the case,
the tax cut will be wasted, the deficit
will not change, and we will need more
stimulus the next year.

I say to those who want the economy
not only to grow but to create jobs,
keep your powder dry on the size of the
stimulus. It ought to be big, not little.
It ought to get into the hands of the
maximum number of people as early as
possible. If there is some way to gen-
erate interest, real, genuine interest,
in investing on the part of the public,
do it.

For instance, perhaps people could
depreciate equipment they bought. Buy
a car, depreciate it in 3 years. Let con-
sumers depreciate in one year, they
might buy a car every year. That is a
bottom line entry. This is in the Presi-
dent’s package. One of them is in; ac-
celerated depreciation.

I suggest on our side if we want to
get the President’s package, and if
Democrats want to stimulate the econ-
omy, to produce jobs, we should work
with the President and with the Budget
Committee. The new Budget Chairman
is DON NICKLES. I did that for 17 years
and now I will try something else. But,
I will help him do that, like a lot of
other people.

That blueprint picture ought to end
up reflecting people in the Senate who
are concerned about jobs for people. So
much talk about rich versus poor. If
you are not for help with jobs, I don’t
know who you are for. If you are for a
packaging that does nothing to create
new jobs, who are you for? We want to
be for a package, and I hope everyone
does, that creates jobs and maximizes
opportunity to create activity within
this gross domestic product, that will,
through new motion, create invest-
ment and jobs.

I yield the floor.

——————

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent the period for morning busi-
ness be extended until 3:30, with the
time equally divided and Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President,
the people of my home State of Wash-
ington are hurting in every corner of
my State. Families are concerned
about what the future will bring. In the
last 2 years alone in my home State of
Washington, we have faced an earth-
quake, an energy crisis, the bursting of
the high tech bubble, the departure of
Boeing, the loss of thousands of jobs,
and now we face a State budget deficit
of $2.5 billion which could easily trans-
late into major cuts in education,
health care, and infrastructure.

For much of the last 2 years, Wash-
ington State was ranked either first or
second in the nation in unemployment
rates. We have lost a staggering 74,000
jobs in the last 18 months. These are
sobering numbers. Behind every one of
these statistics is a man or a woman
who is trying to support their family,
keep food on the table and a roof over
their head.

Throughout our country the eco-
nomic picture is just as bleak. The
United States has lost 2.1 million pri-
vate sector jobs since January of 2001.
Despite the President’s mammoth $1.7
trillion tax cut last year, the economy
is continuing to sputter and Americans
are continuing to lose their jobs. When
the President signed that tax cut he
said it would ‘‘provide an important
boost at an important time for our
economy.”’

That was 20 months ago, May 16, 2001.
What are the results? In December
alone, 101,000 more Americans lost
their jobs through no fault of their
own. These fellow citizens are now out
of work and many now are without
health care. Health care is the
unmentioned but painful reality of job
loss for many. Since most Americans
get their health insurance through
their only employer, many Americans
have also lost their health care cov-
erage. In Washington State alone,
156,000 families have lost their health
care in the last 2 years. That is an in-
crease of 27.4 percent. Today, a stag-
gering figure of Washingtonians are
without health insurance. The glimmer
of hope should be that we are providing
good schools and learning opportuni-
ties to educate our young people for
jobs in the future. Unfortunately, the
President has proposed cutting funds
for education at a time when these in-
vestments are now more important
than ever. Everyone in my State would
agree we need to get this economy
back on track. We need to do it right.

Today, despite the fact that the
President’s last tax cut has yet to cre-
ate any net new jobs, the administra-
tion is pushing another massive tax cut
under the claim of stimulus.

Except this time, the Nation is back
in deficit spending. According to pri-
vate economists quoted in Friday’s
Washington Post, the U.S. could be fac-
ing deficits as high as $350 billion next
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year. We haven’t seen deficits that
high since the first Bush Administra-
tion posted a $290 billion deficit in 1992.

On top of that, we have incredible se-
curity needs at home and abroad.

We have increased needs in spending
for defense, for homeland security, for
border security and health care.

But this week the White House has
proposed an economic plan that will
blow a hole in the national debt, cost-
ing more than $6709 billion over 10
years. And the interest costs will add
billions more.

I am deeply concerned that the Presi-
dent’s plan is a disaster for the Federal
budget and for our long-term respon-
sibilities to our country to promote na-
tional security, homeland security, and
economic security.

I thought the Bush plan was billed as
an economic stimulus plan to get our
economy moving. But when I look at
this proposed plan I see it is heavily ti-
tled toward the wealthiest Americans.

While giving very little to average
Americans, the plan give a $90,000 tax
break to every millionaire, and these
are the people least likely to need to
spend an additional dollar of income
and stimulate the economy.

I just don’t see how the Bush plan
will work. Eliminating the tax on divi-
dends won’t stimulate the economy in
the short term. The total cost of the
cuts is $670 billion, but less than $100
billion comes in the first year—which
is when the economy needs it most.

It overwhelmingly Dbenefits the
wealthiest investors while providing
little for most people in my State who
are hurting. And it will do long-term
fiscal damage with its $670 billion dol-
lar price tag.

As I see it, the only thing this plan
will stimulate is our deficit. It will add
to the mountain of debt that we are
forcing on our children to pay back
later. It is a trickle-down plan that our
President’s father once called ‘“Voodoo
Economics.”

I believe that if Congress is going to
pass a tax cut, then it should be a plan
that actually helps the economy and
should do four things:

First, it should actually help the
economy get moving again. I agree
with Senator BAUCUS’s proposals to in-
crease the amount of money small
businesses can deduct for investment
in new equipment, and to enhance the
bonus depreciation provision in last
year’s stimulus bill. This will actually
help businesses create new jobs.

Second, it should address unemploy-
ment benefits. The President and his
allies finally reversed themselves last
week and gave in to the urgent need to
provide some relief to the folks who
need help the most. This will help
thousands in my State to keep paying
the bills until jobs are available again.

Third, it should help Washington
State—and all States—deal with huge
budget problems. The States do not
have the luxury of deficit spending
even if they are hit by what the Presi-
dent calls the trifecta of war, recession
and national emergency.
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Our States are having to deal with
$70 billion in deficits by cutting fund-
ing for education, health care, trans-
portation and other critical needs.

The people in my State need a safety
net now to help get them back on their
feet, and that safety net relies on
states having adequate funding. We
need to help the States get through
this critical time.

Last, it should not blow an even larg-
er hole in the Federal budget. Keeping
our military strong, tracking down ter-
rorists, defending our homeland, giving
our young people a good education,
making health care more affordable,
and building infrastructure are the
types of priorities that the Bush plan
will crowd out.

I hope that my friends on the other
side of the aisle and at the other end of
Pennsylvania Avenue will listen to the
hardworking Americans outside the
beltway. I hope that they will work
with us to get a real, responsible and
effective stimulus plan to get Amer-
ica’s economy moving again.

When my father was called upon dur-
ing the Second World War, he was
proud to serve his country. He earned
the Purple Heart as one of the first
G.I.’s to land at Okinawa.

Today we are engaged in a war on
terrorism and on the brink of another.
But rather than being asked to sac-
rifice, we are asked how much we want
our taxes cut.

I visited Fort Lewis, McChord Air
Force Base, and Everett Naval Station
during the recent break. These young
men and women are serving our coun-
try are working so hard to protect our
security. Their families are being
asked to sacrifice, as these men and
women prepare to deploy.

It is amazing that at the very time
we are asking these troops to leave
their families and head overseas to re-
spond to a foreign crisis, we are asking
for a tax cut at home that puts our
budget in crisis.

It is hard for me to imagine how a
private first class making $16,000 a year
is going to benefit from this tax cut.
Yet he—or she—is prepared to make
the ultimate sacrifice to protect Amer-
ica’s national security.

America’s defense needs, our home-
land security needs, our education and
health care needs will be jeopardized
by the massive new Bush tax cut.

What America needs now is not a
plan to stimulate the deficit, but a real
plan to stimulate our economy and put
Americans back to work.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
first thank my colleague from Wash-
ington State for her eloquence, stand-
ing up for those working Americans,
middle class Americans, those on the
front lines who are being asked to put
their lives on the line in defense of our
country and our freedoms. I appreciate
very much her comments and would
like to associate myself with her com-
ments today.
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Ms. MURRAY. I thank the Senator.

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN
ADMISSION POLICY

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
rise to express my deep disappointment
at news reports today that indicate the
Bush administration will try to over-
turn the admissions policy at the Uni-
versity of Michigan, in my great State.
As many people know, the Supreme
Court will soon hear a case that will
decide the future of racial diversity in
all institutions of higher education.
The University of Michigan’s admis-
sions policy so far has been upheld by
the 6th Circuit Court of Appeals as con-
stitutional. Unfortunately, those who
want to dismantle all admissions pro-
grams that consider race have taken
this all the way to the Supreme Court.

It is important to note this case is
not about racial quotas. Let me say
that again. It is important to note this
case is not about racial quotas. The
University of Michigan does not have
racial quotas for admission. I am op-
posed to racial quotas and this, in fact,
has been the law of the land since the
Supreme Court’s decision in the Bakke
case in 1978.

The University of Michigan’s under-
graduate admissions policy simply
takes into account student diversity as
one of many factors that are consid-
ered for admission. Incidentally, the
most important factors for admission
are the applicant’s grade point average
and test scores. Race is one factor of
diversity, but it is not the only factor.
I think this oftentimes is missed in the
discussion about the university’s poli-
cies and what affirmative action
means. There are several other factors
the university considers, including if
the applicant comes from a socially or
economically disadvantaged back-
ground, if the applicant is a white stu-
dent from a majority minority high
school, if the applicant comes from an
underrepresented community, such as
one of Michigan’s many rural commu-
nities throughout northern Michigan,
southern Michigan, up in the Upper Pe-
ninsula, or if the applicant is an ath-
lete.

I think it is important to emphasize
there is a category where there are cer-
tain points that are given and you can
either be given points as an athlete or
points for racial diversity or points for
other kinds of categories—not all of
them but one. Certainly, there are a
number of factors that are considered
in this process to create a balanced
student body for the university.

The university considers a long list
of factors, including if the applicant is
a child of an alumni or if he or she has
written a terrific essay. So there are
many factors.

All of these factors help the Univer-
sity of Michigan select a diverse, well-
rounded student body that is not just
racially diverse but economically and
geographically diverse as well.

Do we not believe that students from
our small towns and rural communities
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add a unique and valuable perspective
to our academic institutions? What
about our students who come from eco-
nomically disadvantaged backgrounds?

I know many Michigan families in
the Upper Peninsula who lost their jobs
because of the iron mines closing.
Don’t their children deserve an equal
opportunity to attend one of the
State’s best academic institutions, and
in fact I would argue one of the best in
the Nation?

I might add that my son, Todd, is
also an alumni of the great University
of Michigan.

This debate is much greater than the
admissions policy of one university.
This is about whether we are going to
have equal opportunity for all Ameri-
cans. This is about whether we support
policies that help provide the oppor-
tunity for Americans of all back-
grounds to have a chance at the Amer-
ican dream regardless of where they
live, regardless of their ethnic back-
ground and their religious background,
or whether they are male or female,
whether they are an athlete or not a
good athlete—a wide variety of factors
that go into making those decisions.
And shouldn’t all young people have
the opportunity?

We already have policies called vet-
erans preferences to help our veterans.
I certainly am very supportive of doing
that. We have set aside programs for
women-owned and minority-owned
small businesses and some categories
for small businesses in general. There
are certainly preferences that make
good sense in public policy.

Shouldn’t we also give a helping hand
to all young people who want to go to
college to be able to create the brain-
power to drive the economic engine of
this country with new innovations and
new opportunities to continue forward
an American economy that is as strong
as it can be?

President Bush’s decision to try to
dismantle the University of Michigan’s
admissions policy comes at a very
tough time for our Nation’s minority
community. Over the past month, the
Republican Party has undergone a
makeover—a change in leadership. But
it would be very unfortunate if it is a
change in style and not of substance.

Despite the White House’s recent
proclamation of issues that impact our
minority community, I was very dis-
heartened to see that they imme-
diately renominated Charles Pickering
to the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals
despite his controversial record on
civil rights and his defense of someone
convicted of burning a cross on the
lawn of an interracial family.

There has been no commitment by
this administration to support hate
crimes legislation or legislation to pre-
vent racial profiling. There has not
been a commitment to fully fund elec-
tion reform measures to ensure that
minority voters are not disenfran-
chised as they were in the 2000 election.

Unfortunately, this administration
seems to be all talk and no action. We
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need to come together in a bipartisan
way to act and not just to talk. On the
one hand, the President talks about
the importance of expanding opportu-
nities to all Americans. And we all talk
of that, and that certainly is some-
thing with which I agree, but the ad-
ministration’s policies do not back up
this rhetoric.

There is still time for the President
to file a brief in the Supreme Court
case—one that supports the University
of Michigan’s admissions policy. I urge
him to do so. Now is the time for us to
come together and work together to
make sure there is opportunity and ac-
cess to our great institutions of higher
learning in this country and that edu-
cational opportunities are available to
every young person and to every Amer-
ican. I urge the President to reconsider
the course that he appears to be taking
and to join with us who understand the
policy of the University of Michigan
and to understand the importance of
every young person having the oppor-
tunity to go to college.

I yield the floor.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the time
during further quorum calls be evenly
divided on both sides.

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

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

———

DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING’S
BIRTHDAY AND CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. REID. Madam President, when I
finished law school, I went back to Las
Vegas. One of the first opportunities I
had to do something socially was to lis-
ten to Martin Luther King speak at the
old Las Vegas Convention Center. As I
look back, that was really a good
choice that I made. I am so fortunate
that I, over the years, have been able
to hear stirring speeches by people on
this floor, by the finest extempo-
raneous speakers I have ever heard,
Henry Cisneros, and Dr. Martin Luther
King.

The reason I mention that is because
that is a special day in my life. This
Monday we are celebrating a national
holiday, the birthday of the man who I

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

listened to in Las Vegas, Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr.

This year, in particular, with con-
troversial remarks and votes related to
issues of race having affected this body
itself, it is important that we reflect
on the life, legacy, and the message of
Dr. King.

The Senate may not be in session
next week—it may be; it may not be—
it certainly will not be in session on
Monday, so I would like to share some
of my thoughts on this subject this
afternoon.

In one of his famous, stirring speech-
es, Dr. King shared with us his dream
for American society. I was working as
a Capitol policeman here in Wash-
ington when he gave that speech. I was
in law school. I can remember the
buses. I had never seen so many buses.
Hundreds and hundreds of buses came
here. And, of course, he gave that fa-
mous speech.

Despite the suffering he individually
endured and African Americans, as a
group, have experienced, Dr. King ar-
ticulated hope, optimism, and encour-
agement. He spoke of an America in
which all people were united, free, and
equal, and of a time when people were
not discriminated against or limited
because of their race or ethnicity or re-
ligion.

Today we are closer to that place and
time because of his efforts, accomplish-
ments, and sacrifices, and that of
countless other African Americans.
These men and women confronted enor-
mous obstacles to make life better not
only for African Americans but for all
Americans.

America has made great strides in
improving the status of ethnic and ra-
cial minorities. Today, African Ameri-
cans are leaders in our communities,
the arts, sciences, business, and world
affairs. We no longer accept legal dis-
crimination in America in any form.
We no longer allow the use of poll taxes
that prohibit African Americans from
voting. We no longer tolerate discrimi-
nation in public accommodations such
as water fountains, lunch counters,
movie houses.

In addition to making political,
legal, and social gains, Blacks are now
enjoying unprecedented economic suc-
cess. African-American unemployment
and poverty levels are at record lows.
There continues to be a significant rise
in African-American homeownership
and a dramatic increase in loans to Af-
rican-American entrepreneurs.

We must be aware, though, that the
slumping economy the past 2 years has
threatened to undo much of the
progress, and its impact is dispropor-
tionately felt by people of color. I
talked about one of those issues this
morning; that is, 34 percent of African-
American teenagers are unemployed.
They want to find jobs.

So despite all of our progress as a so-
ciety expanding opportunities for all,
we can do much better. We have a lot
more to do and challenges we have to
overcome. The population of Blacks
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and other minorities continues to in-
crease and flourish in Nevada and
across America. But African Americans
often lack the services and resources
they need to receive a quality edu-
cation and, in turn, achieve a better
place in our society.

Almost half a century after Brown v.
Board of Education, most minority stu-
dents still attend schools that are pre-
dominantly minority. On average, they
are in larger classes, have older books,
receive less challenging lessons, and
have teachers with less training in the
subject being taught.

Fortunately, Congress passed a bipar-
tisan Leave No Child Behind education
reform package, which became the law
of the land last year, to correct certain
inequities by making sure well-trained
teachers are in every classroom, set-
ting higher standards for all students,
and providing schools with resources to
meet these new standards.

To continue improving the quality of
education, expanding opportunities for
all Americans, our next step must be to
raise the standards for safety, char-
acter, and discipline in our schools and
to fulfill the promise of our education
reform. To do this, we must have a
budget that comes from the White
House that doesn’t skimp on funding
for our schools. Passing a bill that says
leave no child behind is good, but we
are leaving many children behind if we
don’t provide the funding.

There are some schools, because of a
lack of funds, that are going on 4-day
school weeks. I don’t know of a school
district in America—I am sure there
are some—that is not having tremen-
dous funding problems. The fifth or
sixth largest school district in America
is Las Vegas, Clark County, some 250,
260,000 students. That school district
has deep financial problems. Many of
these problems are a result of the un-
funded mandate that we passed on to
the school district in Clark County and
other school districts around America
with Leave No Child Behind. They are
required to do things, and we have not
provided resources to help them.

While we have made substantial
progress, Blacks still lag behind finan-
cially and are disproportionately rep-
resented among America’s poor. Con-
gress should increase the minimum
wage, not only to help youths and Afri-
can Americans but all of our Nation’s
citizens, especially single mothers, who
benefit more than any other group. In
addition, providing unemployment and
health care benefits for those who have
been hindered by the recession will
help dislocated workers and their fami-
lies get back on their feet and continue
to improve their lives. We also need to
find creative, effective ways to narrow
the earnings gap between Whites and
African Americans.

Making these improvements will
take the dedication of all Americans.
Our Nation’s efforts to recover from
the tragedy of September 11 remind us
that by working together, we become a
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stronger America. We must join to con-
tinue fighting to make sure all Ameri-
cans enjoy equal opportunities for jus-
tice, quality education, and economic
prosperity. To say that a child has the
ability to be educated is not a truism if
that education does not include ade-
quate funding.

Sadly, some pay only lipservice to
the legacy of Martin Luther King, Jr.
They even use his own words as a de-
fense for opposing policies and pro-
grams that would advance his goals. In
this year, 2003, it is not enough to
quote Martin Luther King, Jr., or to
say the right thing or avoid saying the
wrong thing. Actions speak louder than
words, even words as powerful as his.
While we certainly remember Dr. King
as an articulate speaker, it was not
what he said, it was his actions that
were more important—nonviolent ac-
tions of organizing, educating, moti-
vating, demonstrating—that achieved
the real results.

So if we are to truly and fully honor
Dr. King and, even more, if we are
truly and fully motivated to improve
race relations in this great country of
ours, we want America to live up to its
democratic ideals. If we want all of our
people to have equal opportunity, free-
dom, justice, prosperity, security, and
peace, we must pass civil rights legisla-
tion, fund programs that help level the
playing field, and appoint judges whose
records show a commitment to toler-
ance and fairness.

I am proud of the Democratic Party’s
longstanding commitment to civil
rights. We have recognized that we
must take additional steps, though, to
advance and protect civil rights in the
future for all Americans. We cannot
stand on the laurels of what we have
done in the past; we must move for-
ward.

We have developed a package of civil
rights legislation known as the Equal
Rights and Equal Dignity for Ameri-
cans Act. This comprehensive legisla-
tion includes measures to expand hate
crimes protections, strengthen the en-
forcement of existing civil rights laws,
support legal representation for indi-
gent Americans, respond to the injus-
tice of racial profiling, address pay in-
equities between men and women, pro-
tect individuals against genetic dis-
crimination, prohibit employment dis-
crimination based on sexual orienta-
tion, prohibit military and civilian per-
sonnel from collecting intelligence in-
formation about U.S. citizens, and
fully fund election reforms passed last
year.

During the most recent elections, I
was troubled by what we learned took
place in the last few days of the elec-
tion and some we didn’t learn about
until after the election. Here are exam-
ples of the 2002 elections, where there
were efforts made by the Republican
Party and Republican candidates to
harass and intimidate minority voters
in an effort to reduce the number of
people of color from voting.

Regarding Louisiana, this is from the
New York Times, headlined ‘“GOP ‘En-
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gineered and Fueled’ Runoff Cam-
paign’’:

[Louisiana GOP candidate Suzie Haik]
Terrell, whose campaign was engineered and
fueled by the White House, had the momen-
tum going into today’s runoff election. * * *
the Republicans did their best to suppress
the black vote so crucial to Ms. Landrieu’s
fortunes.

That is the article dated December 8.

MISINFORMATION FLIERS POSTED IN LOUISIANA
PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS FALSIFIED ELEC-
TION DATE

The Times-Picayune reported, One of the
most blatant attempts to keep African-
Americans from voting was an unsigned
pamphlet that the Landrieu campaign said
was circulated in New Orleans public housing
complexes just before the runoff. The docu-
ment said: ‘“Vote!!! Bad Weather? No prob-
lem!!! If the weather is uncomfortable on
election day (Saturday December 7th) Re-
member you can wait and cast your ballot on
Tuesday December 10th.”” Anyone who wait-
ed past Saturday, however, missed the
chance to vote.

This appeared in the Times-Picayune
of 12/12/02:

LOUISIANA GOP PAID FOR SIGNS TO DISCOUR-
AGE AFRICAN AMERICANS FROM VOTING

The Louisiana Republican Party admitted
to paying for signs aimed at discouraging Af-
rican-Americans from voting. The signs said:
“Mary, if you don’t respect us, don’t expect
us.” According to the New York Times, ‘“The
Republicans paid black youths $75 today to
hold the signs aloft on street corners in
black neighborhoods.” That was the
Times-Picayune and the New York
Times. The Times-Picayune is dated
December 12 and the New York Times is
dated December 8.

Madam President, it is 3:30. Morning
business is to expire. I ask unanimous
consent that I be allowed to continue
for another 10 minutes.

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

Mr. REID. If the majority comes to
the floor, I will be happy to step aside.

Continuing to quote:

ARKANSAS: POLL WATCHERS ENGAGE IN
AFRICAN-AMERICAN VOTER INTIMIDATION

On October 23, 2002, five Republican poll
watchers, including two staff members of
Senator Tim Hutchinson’s office, were
present at the courthouse in Pine Bluff, Ar-
kansas—a heavily Democratic area—for the
first day of early voting. They allegedly fo-
cused exclusively on African Americans, ask-
ing them for identification and taking photo-
graphs. They claimed to be ‘‘targeting any-
body who does not have an ID to prove who
they say they are.” Trey Ashcroft, chair-
person of the Jefferson County Democratic
Party and the Jefferson County Election
Commission, said the tactics caused some
frustrated black voters to not vote. They are
trying to intimidate African-American vot-
ers into not voting.” Guy Cecil, a Democrat
coordinating national efforts with Arkansas
campaigns, said. ‘“They were literally going
up to them and saying, ‘Before you vote, I
want to see your identification.’”’ Cecil said
that under Arkansas law poll watchers could
not confront voters. Local law enforcement
officials escorted the poll watchers out, but
they later returned.

2002: RNC CREATES LAWYERS’ GROUP TO
PROMOTE ‘‘BALLOT SECURITY & INTEGRITY”’
The newly-created Republican National

Lawyer Association (RNLA) convened in San
Antonio, Texas in August 2002, to ‘‘teach Re-
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publicans from all over the U.S. about pre-
serving and protecting the integrity of elec-
tions.” They touted the event as a ‘‘land-
mark political forum” focusing on pre-elec-
tion, election day, and post-election topics.
On their Web site, they tout that ‘‘almost 200
lawyers from over 20 states attended.’”” Their
efforts, ‘‘at the request of’ the RNC and
“‘various’ state parties, involve ‘‘conducting
and organizing ballot integrity training
across the country.” The group is ‘‘sending
its members out to targeted districts and
areas where voter fraud is a concern or has
historically been a problem to make sure
that ALL registered and qualified voters
have an opportunity to cast a ballot and that
individuals not registered or qualified should
not be permitted to vote.”” The group’s presi-
dent, Craig Burkhardt, urges that the Repub-
lican lawyers engage in ‘‘targeted, effective
advocacy.”” The RNLA web sit lists several
hundred attorneys affiliated with the Repub-
lican Party, including 84 from across the
country who specialize in election law.

NEW JERSEY: GOP DRAFTS PLAN TO INTIMI-
DATE HISPANICS WITH CADRE OF ‘‘LATINO
LAWYERS”’

At an October 28, 2002 hearing in Newark,
New Jersey federal court, state Democrats
alleged that the state GOP’s Election Day
plan to intimidate Latino voters violated a
twenty year-old consent decree. In that de-
cree, Republicans pledged they would not in-
timidate minority voters after a controversy
involving a 1981 ‘‘ballot security task force’.
Democrats provided evidence of an email so-
liciting ‘‘Latino Lawyers & Others,” de-
scribed as an ‘‘aggressive campaign’ to ‘‘en-
sure ballot fairness’”. The email was alleg-
edly sent by a staff member of Republican
Senate candidate Doug Forrester. Zulima
Farber, arguing for the state Democratic
Party, said the email suggested a plan to
suppress the New Jersey Latino vote. The
GOP has countered that the Democrats’ at-
tacks are ‘‘completely without merit”’ but
acknowledged they plan to post about 70 at-
torneys in heavily Democratic districts to
“make sure nonregistered voters are not al-
lowed to cast ballots.” Forrester’s election
lawyer, Bill Baroni, also notes that the
email was not initially addressed to Latino
lawyers. Another hearing has been sched-
uled.

TEXAS: REPUBLICAN POLL WATCHERS EJECTED

FOR VOTER INTIMIDATION

The Brownsville Herald reports, ‘“‘Two poll
watchers representing Republican U.S. Sen-
ate candidate John Cornyn have been re-
moved from their polling places amid further
accusations of voter intimidation in Hidalgo
County. The decision to eject the two GOP
workers, one watching early voting in
McAllen and the other in Edinburg, was ini-
tially made by early voting supervisors
Thursday and confirmed Friday by Teresa
Navarro, Hidalgo county’s elections adminis-
trator. . In an alleged incident at the
Palmer Pavilion in McAllen, a voter re-
ported [ejected GOP poll watcher Joseph]
Hopkins to an early voting supervisor for
making a ‘racist remark.” The voter, who
knew Hopkins, asked what he was doing
there. Hopkins is said to have jokingly re-
plied, ‘I'm just a poll watcher but I do not
see many Poles. I just see a lot of Mexicans.’
In the other alleged incident, at an early
voting station within the Elections Depart-
ment Office in Edinburg, poll watcher
[Laura] Mason was reported for ‘repeatedly
talking to and harassing’ voters. An elderly
Hispanic voter was said to have been reduced
to tears after being ‘confronted’ by Mason.

NEW MEXICO: REPUBLICAN PARTY OF NEW

MEXICO SENT FALSE MAILER TO VOTERS

The Republican Party of New Mexico sent

mailers that incorrectly discouraged citizens
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from voting a straight party ticket in order

to benefit GOP candidates. The mailer said,

‘“Notice to Voters. Do not vote using the

Straight Party Button on your polling ma-

chine. This button cancels out any indi-

vidual votes cast. In the past election, this
button deprived many candidates of the
votes they earned from people like you.” In

New Mexico voters are able to ‘‘cast a

straight party ticket and then vote for indi-

vidual candidates of the other party,” the

Las Cruces Sun News reported. Denise Lamb

of the Bureau of Elections said, ‘“‘its des-

picable that people would try to misinform
voters to win an election.”

PENNSYLVANIA: GOP CONGRESSMAN ISSUED
PoLL WATCHER PACKET WITH WRONG INFOR-
MATION.

According to a Lebanon Daily News Edi-
torial, ‘“‘[Rep. George] Gekas, a Harrisburg
Republican, has distributed among county
officials and volunteers an 18-page manual
that includes a section about ‘challenging a
voter.” That’s right: Gekas volunteers aren’t
just going to challenge absentee ballots, but
are going to try to block some people who
show up at the polls from casting votes.
Even more worrisome is the legal advice that
’challenging a voter’ offers to GOP volun-
teers. The Gekas pamphlet contains some
legal errors that may encourage Republican
volunteers to lodge false and misleading pro-
tests against voters’ rights. . . . The Gekas
poll-watching strategy constitutes an embar-
rassment for the GOP. Republicans seem de-
termined to frighten voters rather than com-
peted in the arena of ideas. Gekas and his al-
lies should disavow their planned attempt to
discourage people from exercising the federal
franchise. They would do better to welcome
voters to the polls.”

MARYLAND: MAILER CIRCULATED TO AFRICAN-
AMERICANS SPREAD FALSE VOTING INFOR-
MATION
In Baltimore, MD as unsigned flier cir-

culated in African-American neighborhoods
spread false information aimed at sup-
pressing voter turnout. The flier read: ‘‘Ur-
gent Notice. Come out to vote on November
6th. Before you come to vote make sure you
pay your parking tickets, motor vehicle
tickets, overdue rent and most important
any warrants.”

Mr. President, the Republican ac-
tions during the last election are not in
keeping with the legacy of Martin Lu-
ther King.

—————

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. MCcCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the pe-
riod for morning business be extended
until 4:30, with the time equally di-
vided, with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 10 minutes
each.

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
the order for the quorum call be re-
scinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CORNYN). Is there objection? If there is
no objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have spo-
ken to Senator BYRD and Senator
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DASCHLE, and Senator BYRD had a
meeting with Senator STEVENS. I think
we are at a point real quickly where
the two leaders will come to the floor
with Senator BYRD and Senator STE-
VENS and do something on the appro-
priations process. I would alert every-
body, they should not plan any real
long speeches—my friend said he has
not—because I think we are going to be
able to go, pretty soon, to the appro-
priations bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

COMMEMORATION OF MARTIN
LUTHER KING JR.’S BIRTHDAY

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, ‘“What
are you doing for others?” It is in the
spirit of this simple question that Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr., lived and
died. Can you imagine if every person
started each day with such a chal-
lenge? If before we thought about what
clothes we would wear or what food we
would eat or what meetings we had
scheduled, we asked ourselves, ‘“What
are you doing for others?”’

These weren’t just words to Dr. King.
He walked the walk. And his walk
often took place in neighborhoods
where he was stoned by angry crowds,
in jail cells where he was imprisoned,
and in cities where he was despised.
But every morning he woke up with
the attitude that he was here to serve
others, and he believed that everyone
was capable of doing the same. He once
said in a sermon that, ‘“Everybody can
be great, because everybody can
serve.”” The only requirements to serve,
according to King, were ‘‘. . . a heart
full of grace, a soul generated by love

For the 39 years that Dr. King graced
this world, he led by example. And for
the almost 35 years since his death, his
legacy has continued to light a path to
love, tolerance, reconciliation, and
equality.

As well 1it as he left that path, we
still continue to stumble. That is why
celebrating Dr. King’s mission, even if
just one day a year, is so necessary. We
must remind ourselves how important
it is for us to keep working toward a
Nation that promotes opportunity for
all while celebrating our unique dif-
ferences.

Race relations in American have
come a long way since almost 40 years
ago when Dr. King penned his ‘“‘Letter
from a Birmingham Jail”’ after dem-
onstrating against the segregation of
restaurants. He wrote:

We have waited for more than 340 years for
our constitutional and God-given rights. Per-
haps it is easy for those who have never felt
the stinging darts of segregation to say,
“Wait.” But when you have seen vicious
mobs lynch your mothers and fathers at will
and drown your sisters and brothers at whim
* * * when you take a cross-country drive
and find it necessary to sleep night after
night in the uncomfortable corners of your
automobile because no motel will accept you
* % * when you are humiliated day in and
day out by nagging signs reading ‘‘white”’
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and ‘‘colored,” then you will understand why
we find it difficult to wait.

A lot has changed since then, but in
2003, Dr. King’s work is still not com-
plete. Opportunity is not available to
all, and we have not fully succeeded at
respecting each other’s differences.

As we honor the life of Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr., we are reminded that
he lived to love others and serve others
as a pastor, a champion of equality,
and a leader of freedom.

He lost his life while on a mission to
leave his children, and all our children,
a better world. We owe it to him to
continue down that path to love, toler-
ance, reconciliation, and equality, for
only when we reach the end will his
work have been completed.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

A WATERSHED MOMENT FOR THE
ADMINISTRATION

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I came
to the floor to discuss two issues—one,
the matter of civil rights and, sec-
ondly, the important matter of eco-
nomic stimulus. I indicated that today
was a watershed moment for this ad-
ministration. They had to make a
choice and, as they made that choice,
they would be making history.

Well, I am now told they have made
the choice. They have decided to side
with those opponents of civil rights
and diversity in coming down in oppo-
sition to the Michigan case. I am trou-
bled and saddened by the news. This
administration, just a month ago, indi-
cated they were going to demonstrate
their commitment to civil rights, a
commitment to diversity. They were
going to show by their actions their in-
tentions and their resolve to continue
to provide meaningful opportunity to
minorities in this country. Once again,
today, the administration has said it is
as clearly by their actions as anyone
can that they will continue to side
with those opposed to civil rights and
opposed to diversity in this country.

I don’t know how the Supreme Court
ultimately will decide, but I do know
this: Unless we take real action, unless
we show real leadership, unless we
show by our actions that indeed we
want to see real opportunity and mean-
ingful respect for diversity in this
country, nothing will change.

On occasion after occasion, in spite
of their rhetoric, the administration
has shown by their actions an insen-
sitivity to civil rights and diversity.
They showed it by renominating Judge
Pickering; they have shown it by their
inaction and apparent opposition to
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hate crimes legislation; they have
shown it by cutting funding on pro-
grams that would provide meaningful
opportunities, especially in education,
especially in those areas where with
additional investment we could help
those who are disenfranchised and dis-
advantaged; they have shown it in
their rulings in the Justice Depart-
ment; they have shown it on virtually
every single occasion when actions
spoke louder than words. But of all of
the times they have shown it, I don’t
know that they could have shown it
any more unequivocally than they
have shown it this afternoon.

So as I said, I am troubled, disheart-
ened, and I am still looking for evi-
dence that this administration truly
means what it says; that this adminis-
tration is willing to support by actions,
rather than just by its rhetoric, mean-
ingful change in civil rights and diver-
sity in this country today.

———

THE OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS
BILL

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I note
that we are about ready to move to the
omnibus appropriations bill. I know
Senator BYRD is on the floor and we are
awaiting Senator STEVENS. I must say
that we have not yet seen the bill. So
it will be very difficult for us to speak
to the bill or amend the bill until we
have had an opportunity to see it. This
is an unusual situation in that we are
taking a bill that really represents 11
appropriations bills to the floor in this
manner. But I, as Senator BYRD, be-
lieve it is important for us to continue
to get our work done and to move this
process along. So I will not object, of
course, to moving to the bill.

It is my understanding that deep cuts
were made in a number of areas—in
fact, across the board—to accommo-
date investments in election reform,
drought assistance, and maybe other
things. But we will not know until we
see it. We will certainly have amend-
ments, as I noted this morning. We will
amend the bill in ways we have ex-
pressed earlier. Senator BYRD will have
amendments on homeland defense. We
will have amendments on education.
We will certainly have amendments re-
lating to other shortcomings in the
dramatic cuts that will be reflected in
this bill.

This cut across the board is doubly
troubling to us. It may mean a signifi-
cant cut in funds for veterans, for Kids,
for transportation. Before we come to
any final conclusion, obviously, we
need to see the details. It is my hope
that we can begin the debate, look at
the legislation, and, as we become
more Kknowledgeable about the bill
itself, offer amendments.

So I expect that could begin this
afternoon, and I look forward to seeing
the bill just as soon as our Republican
friends can share it with us.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). The clerk will call the roll.
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The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.J. RES. 2

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the Senate now
proceed to the consideration of H.J.
Res. 2; further, that immediately upon
the reporting of the bill Senator STE-
VENS be recognized in order to make
his opening statement; I further ask
unanimous consent that following the
remarks of Senator STEVENS, Senator
BYRD be recognized for an opening
statement only; further, following
those remarks, Senator STEVENS be
recognized to offer an amendment; pro-
vided that the amendment be agreed to
and be considered original text for the
purpose of further amendment, with no
points of order waived. I further ask
unanimous consent that following any
comments by Senator STEVENS, Sen-
ator BYRD be recognized in order to
offer a first-degree amendment relating
to homeland security; further, that
when the Senate resumes consideration
of the joint resolution tomorrow at 10
a.m., there be an additional 2 hours for
debate, equally divided in the usual
form, in relation to the pending Byrd
amendment; provided further that fol-
lowing the use or yielding back of
time, the Senate proceed to a vote in
relation to the Byrd amendment with
no second-degree amendments in order
to the amendment prior to the vote. I
would finally ask unanimous consent
that following the disposition of any
additional amendments and the com-
pletion of any additional debate, the
resolution be read a third time and the
Senate proceed to a vote on passage of
the resolution, provided further that
following passage, the Senate insist on
its amendment, request a conference
with the House, and the Chair be au-
thorized to appoint conferees on the
part of the Senate and that the con-
ferees be the entire Appropriations
Committee as proposed by the com-
mittee resolutions, with 15 Republicans
and 14 Democratic members.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Madam President, on just a couple
of housekeeping matters, I ask the ma-
jority leader, it appears we will have
no morning business in the morning?

Mr. FRIST. That is correct.

Mr. REID. And it appears there will
be no further rollcall votes tonight; the
next vote will be tomorrow at noon.

Mr. FRIST. That is the under-
standing that is in the unanimous con-
sent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest? Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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Mr. FRIST. Madam President, let me
also give my colleagues a very short
update on progress made on the com-
mittee resolutions. As I said earlier, 1
think I said it last night and this
morning, and I will say it once again,
we are making progress. We are mak-
ing progress, again, in a very coopera-
tive, bipartisan way. I mentioned my
previous conversations with the Demo-
cratic leader have set as our goal to
have these committee resolutions
passed as soon as possible, and every-
body is working in good faith.

I am very hopeful that tonight—as
they say, in 10 minutes, in 15, or in 30
minutes, but whenever final agreement
is reached—I will come to the floor and
I will be able to do that, and I expect
to be able to do that by unanimous
consent.

Again, it is confusing to people be-
cause we have the underlying com-
mittee resolutions. But by unanimous
consent agreement, we are proceeding
with this very important appropria-
tions proposal and bill. T am glad we
are addressing that. Again, we are
making progress on that.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I would
like to ask a question of either the
manager of the bill or the majority
leader.

According to the agreement, an up-
or-down vote did not seem to be agreed
to on the amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. No. We have agreed
to have an up-or-down vote on the
amendment.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is now closed.

MAKING FURTHER CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2003

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A joint resolution (H.J. Res 2) making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2003, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Alaska is recognized.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, be-
cause of the circumstances, I really
don’t have a prepared statement. I wish
to outline for the Senate how we in-
tend to proceed. We have been working
for some time trying to obtain a proc-
ess by which we could proceed to act on
the 11 appropriations bills for the fiscal
year 2003 which were not completed by
the end of the last Congress.

I commend my good friend from West
Virginia and his staff for assistance in
working with us to work out this pro-
cedure. These bills that will soon be in-
cluded in an omnibus amendment to
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this continuing resolution are familiar
to the Senate. We worked on them
throughout the last year. And I wish to
say that to the best of my knowledge
the components of this bill, except for
one portion, were worked on on a bi-
partisan basis by the staffs of the 11
subcommittees that handled these 11
bills. I can’t say that there has been
total agreement on the part of anybody
as to what we have done, but we have
proceeded to reduce the 11 bills that
were involved to the amount of the
President’s request, which was $750.5
billion, plus an amount that is rep-
resented by a budget request for the
fire items that are included in the bill
of $825 million. In doing so, we come
down considerably in many of these
bills.

But I point out to the Senate that
the Government has been operating
under the CRs that have been passed
since October 1. All of the agencies af-
fected by these bills have been oper-
ating on the basis of the 2002 appropria-
tions level—the enacted level of funds
for those agencies. If we do not finish
these bills now, they will continue to
act under the 2002 level until obviously
we do something to take us down to
the end of this fiscal year.

I have taken the position that the
sooner we can enact these 11 bills the
better off all the agencies are, and the
better off the Congress is because our
job is to turn to the requirements of
the law to deal with the fiscal year 2004
bills through the budget process and
through the consideration of the 13
bills that we have in the Appropria-
tions Committee through the indi-
vidual subcommittees and get them
done this year—God willing—according
to the normal schedule and before Sep-
tember 30. We cannot do that if we
labor over these bills intensively for a
period of time.

I am pleased to say that everyone
concerned has been very cooperative,
and, above all, the members of the Ap-
propriations Committee on both sides
of the aisle have worked hard to get us
where we are today.

The amendment that I will soon
present contains not only that portion
that I mentioned in terms of a series of
bills but it contains the Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2003. It pro-
vides budget authority for Agriculture,
rural development, and the nutritional
programs.

There is in this bill $670.4 million—
more than the President’s request—and
more than $1.1 billion more than 2002.

I have a whole series of highlights on
this bill. I don’t want to take the time
of the Senate to outline the individual
ones. We will do that as we proceed on
the bill. There are definitely needs for
the programs for each of these items.

The second bill we have is the Com-
merce, State, Justice and related agen-
cies appropriations bill. Again, this is
the recommendation of the sub-
committee as adjusted by the process I
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just outlined. It is approximately $2.5
billion above the 2002 enacted funding
level.

These, of course, are a series of high-
lights. I may later ask to put them all
in the RECORD as part of my opening
statement. I want to review these out-
lines later. I do not make that request
now.

We also have the District of Colum-
bia appropriations bill. It makes appro-
priations for the District of Columbia.
It is an item that is substantially high-
er than the President’s request. It is a
total of $512 million in discretionary
budget authority for the District of Co-
lumbia.

We have the energy and water appro-
priations bill. It recommends $26.164
billion for 2003. It exceeds the Presi-
dent’s request by $649 million, and it
exceeds the 2002 level by $900 million.

We have the foreign operations bill
among the 11 included in this amend-
ment. This bill is $221 million below
the President’s request. It is also below
the fiscal year 2002 level by $73.5 mil-
lion.

The Department of the Interior bill
provides $19.18 billion in total discre-
tionary budget authority—an increase
of $641 million over the enacted level of
2002. It is $36 million over the Presi-
dent’s budget request for 2003.

The Labor-Health and Human Serv-
ices bill deals with the President’s re-
quest, which was $131.9 billion. This
bill as recommended by my amend-
ment will be $131.3 billion. The details
will be in the items that I will put in
the RECORD.

On the Department of Transportation
and related agencies, we recommend
$64.6 billion for 2003. This is $9.4 billion
more than the President’s request of
$565.2 billion. I do not have a figure
above the 2002 level. I will put it in the
RECORD later.

We have the Treasury and general
government appropriations bill. This
provision is in the bill at $34.5 billion.
The President’s request was $34.2 bil-
lion, and the 2002 level was $32.8 billion.
This is another area where it is above
the President’s request.

The last section is the section that
deals with items that have been added
to the 13 bills. One is to fund the elec-
tion reform bill that was enacted in the
last Congress. The maximum author-
ized level for that program for 12
months for fiscal 2003 was $2.35 billion.
For the remainder of the bill, this
amendment that I offer will fund elec-
tion reform at $1.5 billion.

For drought relief, we have set a tar-
get of $3.1 billion. The provisions of the
bill as presented by the Agriculture
Committee and others will adjust the
mandatory programs in order to pro-
vide relief for the drought that has oc-
curred.

We also have a provision dealing with
Medicare adjustments, dealing with
physicians’ payments and payments for
rural hospitals. The total amount
would be $1.6 billion. These items
would be offset by a 1.6-percent across-
the-board cut on the other 11 bills.
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We have done our best to present to
the Senate—I have, working with the
members of the committee and their
staffs—a bill to meet the requirements
of the administration, to meet the re-
quirements of the agencies, and to
present a bill that can be taken to con-
ference and worked out with the House
in conference.

Madam President, I point out, the
House has not passed any bills. The
House has passed this continuing reso-
lution, to give us a House-passed bill,
to return this bill to the House for
their consideration. We are hopeful
that the House will enact its own
version and send it to conference. As
has been outlined already by the unani-
mous consent agreement that is in
place, we will seek a conference with
the House at the earliest possible time.

I urge Senators to consider the prob-
lem we face, and that is the problem of
catching up with the bills we should
have enacted last year. I point no fin-
gers as to reasons we did not. The Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee, under
the chairmanship of Senator BYRD, did
report out all the bills. We were pre-
pared to act, but circumstances at that
time made it impossible for us to pass
those bills.

Under the circumstances now, we
cannot afford the process of passing
separate bills, facing vetoes or veto
threats, and having bills go back and
forth between the Houses. If we are
going to catch up and start the process
of dealing with the 2004 appropriations,
as is our duty in this new Congress, we
must put these requests of the past, for
the remainder of this fiscal year, in
place. We must pass this amendment or
something similar to it as soon as is
possible, as soon as the Congress can
agree and the President will concur
with our actions.

I will say, I have discussed this at
length with the Office of Management
and Budget. I cannot say they approve
of what we are doing, but I can say
they approve of the fact that we are
doing something. So that is what I am
asking the Senate to do tonight, to
start the process of doing something on
these accumulated items that must be
faced by this Congress as quickly as
possible.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
summaries from which I read partially.

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

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FO0OD
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS AcCT, FY 2003
The bill provides $74.2 billion in total

obligational budget authority for agri-

culture, rural development, and nutrition
programs for FY 2003. This is $670.4 million
more than the President’s budget request

and $1.1 billion more than FY 2002.

Of this total, $17.4 billion is discretionary
spending and the remainder is mandatory
spending for such programs as food stamps
($26.3 billion), child nutrition ($10.6 billion),
payments to the Federal Crop Insurance Cor-
poration fund ($2.9 billion) and the Com-
modity Credit Corporation ($16.3 billion).
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The bill continues to fund rental payments
to the General Services Administration
(GSA) in the United States Department of
Agriculture’s (USDA’s) buildings and facili-
ties account. The President’s budget pro-
poses to fund rental costs in the budgets of
each USDA agency.

Over half (66%) of the FY 2003 spending in
this bill ($41.9 billion) is devoted to domestic
food assistance (Title IV of the bill): food
stamps, child nutrition, WIC (supplemental
nutrition program for women, infants, and
children), commodity and other food assist-
ance programs.

HIGHLIGHTS

HIGHLIGHTS FROM TITLE I, AGRICULTURAL
PROGRAMS

The bill provides $986.9 million in appro-
priations for Farm Service Agency salaries
and expenses, an increase of $47.9 million
over the fiscal year 2002 level. This amount
is supplemented by $281 million in transfers
from other USDA program accounts for a
total amount of $1.278 billion.

The bill provides $4.07 billion in authorized
loan levels for agricultural credit programs
for farmers, $175 million more than the fiscal
year 2002 level.

Funding for the Food Safety and Inspec-
tion Service is $759.8 million, an increase of
$44 million from last year.

Agricultural research, education, and ex-
tension activities total $2.3 billion. This in-
cludes a decrease of $18.0 million for Agricul-
tural Research Service (ARS) buildings and
facilities, an increase of $74.1 million for re-
search activities for ARS, and a $128.2 mil-
lion increase in total funding for the Cooper-
ative State Research, Education, and Exten-
sion Service (CSREES). The ARS is provided
$1.15 billion, and activities of the CSREES
are funded at a level of $1.16 billion.

The Committee provides $16.3 billion in
mandatory payments required to reimburse
the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) for
net realized losses.

HIGHLIGHTS OF TITLE II, CONSERVATION
PROGRAMS

The bill provides a total funding level of
$1.04 billion for the various conservation pro-
grams of the Department of Agriculture.
This is an increase of $74.6 million from the
regular appropriations for fiscal year 2002.
Funding of $840 million is provided for the
conservation operations account of the Nat-
ural Resources Conservation Service. This is
$61 million above the fiscal year 2002 level.

HIGHLIGHTS OF TITLE III, RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Rural housing loan authorizations are $3.9
billion. This is $5653.6 million less than the
fiscal year 2002 level.

Funding for rural rental assistance is $730
million, an increase of $28 million from the
fiscal year 2002 level.

Funding for the Rural Community Ad-
vancement Program, which includes funds
for water and waste disposal loans and
grants, solid waste management grants,
community facility loans and grants, and
rural business enterprise grants, is increased
to $867.2 million. This is $60.6 million above
the fiscal year 2002 level.

HIGHLIGHTS OF TITLE IV, DOMESTIC FOOD
PROGRAMS

The bill provides $10.6 billion for child nu-
trition programs.

Funding for the Food Stamp program to-
tals $26.29 billion. This amount includes a $2
billion reserve, $140 million for the emer-
gency food assistance program, and $1.377
billion for nutrition assistance for Puerto
Rico.

The Special Supplemental Feeding Pro-
gram for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC)
is funded at $4.751 billion. This is an increase
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of $403 million from the fiscal year 2002 level
and the same as the President’s budget re-
quest.

The Commodity Assistance Program is
funded at $167 million.

As proposed in the President’s budget, the
Department of Health and Human Services
will fund the elderly feeding program begin-
ning in fiscal year 2003. Funding is no longer
provided to the Department of Agriculture
for this program.

HIGHLIGHTS OF TITLE V, FOREIGN ASSISTANCE

PROGRAMS

Funding for salaries and expenses for the
Foreign Agricultural Service is $135.4 mil-
lion, $9.4 million more than the fiscal year
2002 level.

Public Law 480 programs are funded at the
following program levels: Title I—$154.7 mil-
lion; and Title II—$1.185 billion, $335 million
more than the fiscal year 2002 level.

HIGHLIGHTS OF TITLE VI, FDA AND RELATED

AGENCIES

Total direct appropriations for the Food
and Drug Administration (FDA) is $1.4 bil-
lion, which is $25.4 million more than the fis-
cal year 2002 level.

Total funding for the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission is $93.98 million, $6 mil-
lion more than the fiscal year 2002 level.

BILL PROVISIONS
TITLE I—AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS

Total Funding: Title I provides a total of
$25.5 billion in mandatory and discretionary
funding for various agricultural programs. Of
this total, $16.3 billion is for the Commodity
Credit Corporation and $2.9 billion is for the
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation fund.
The remainder funds the agricultural re-
search, executive operations, agricultural
marketing services, cooperative state re-
search, extension service, animal and plant
health inspection, food safety and inspec-
tion, and farm assistance programs.

Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC):
Funds CCC at such sums as may be nec-
essary, estimated in the budget to be $16.3
billion for net realized losses incurred from
the commodity price and farm income sup-
port activities. This is $4 billion less than
the estimated fiscal year 2002 level.

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation Fund:
Recommends an appropriation of such sums
as necessary, estimated to be $2.9 billion.
This is $13.8 million less than the estimated
fiscal year 2002 level.

Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS):
The bill provides $759.8 million in direct ap-
propriations, which is $44 million more than
the fiscal year 2002 level.

Farm Service Agency (FSA): The bill pro-
vides $1.27 billion for Farm Service Agency
Salaries and Expenses, an increase of $565 mil-
lion over the fiscal year 2002 level.

Farm Credit Programs: The bill provides
an estimated $4.1 billion for farm loans, $175
million more than the fiscal year 2002 level.
Included in this amount is $1.147 billion for
farm ownership direct and guaranteed loans
and $2.817 billion for farm operating direct
and guaranteed loans.

Research and Extension: Agricultural re-
search and extension programs are increased
$74.1 million from the fiscal year 2002 levels.
Appropriations recommended for the Agri-
cultural Research Service total $1.15 billion.
For the Cooperative State Research, Edu-
cation, and Extension Service, $1.16 billion is
recommended, including $651 million for re-
search and education activities, $4563 million
for extension activities, and $48 million for
integrated activities.

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Serv-
ice (APHIS): The Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service is funded at $748.8 mil-
lion.
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Agriculture Marketing and Inspection: The
Agricultural Marketing Service is funded at
$91.7 million and the Grain Inspection, Pack-
ers and Stockyards Administration is funded
at $44.5 million.

TITLE II—CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

Conservation Programs: The bill increases
funding to $1.04 billion for the Natural Re-
sources Conservation Service, which is a $74
million increase from the fiscal year 2002
regular appropriations bill. Within the Nat-
ural Resources Conservation Service $840
million is included for conservation oper-
ations, $10.96 million for watershed surveys
and planning, $105 million for watershed and
flood prevention operations, $30 million for
watershed rehabilitation, and $50 million for
resource conservation and development.

TITLE III—RURAL ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Rural Housing and Community Develop-
ment: The total funded rural housing loan
authorization level is $3.93 billion, including
$3.76 billion for single-family housing direct
and guaranteed loans, $120 million for rental
housing loans, and $35 million for housing re-
pair loans. No funding is recommended for
multi-family housing guaranteed loans.

Rural Rental Assistance: Funding for rural
rental assistance is $730 million, $28 million
more than the fiscal year 2002 level.

Rural Community Advancement Program
(RCAP): Funding for the Rural Community
Advancement Program (RCAP), which in-
cludes funds for water and waste disposal
loans and grants, solid waste management
grants, community facility loans and grants,
and rural business enterprise grants, is in-
creased $60.6 million from the fiscal year 2002
level to $867.2 million.

Rural Electric and Telecommunications:
The bill funds a total rural electric and tele-
communications loan level of $5.6 billion, $1
billion more than the fiscal year 2002 level.

Distance Learning and Telemedicine Pro-
gram: A funding level of $562 million is pro-
vided for the Distance Learning and Tele-
medicine program for grants and loan sub-
sidy costs, which supports a $129.5 million
loan level.

TITLE IV—DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS

Food Stamp Program (FSP): Funding for
the Food Stamp program totals $26.29 bil-
lion. This amount includes a $2 billion re-
serve, $140 million for the emergency food as-
sistance program, and $1.377 billion for nutri-
tion assistance for Puerto Rico.

Women, Infants and Children (WIC) Feed-
ing Program: Recommends an appropriation
of $4.751 billion for WIC, which is $403 million
more than the fiscal year 2002 level and the
same as the budget request. This amount in-
cludes a $125 million contingency reserve and
$25 million for the farmer’s market nutrition
program.

Child Nutrition Programs (CNP): To im-
prove the health and well-being of the na-
tion’s children, the child nutrition programs
include school breakfast and lunch pro-
grams, child and adult care food programs,
summer food services, and nutrition edu-
cation and training programs. In addition,
the special milk program provides funding
for milk service in schools, nonprofit child
care centers, and camps which have no other
federally assisted food programs. For these
programs, the Committee provides an appro-
priation of $5.8 billion, plus a transfer from
section 32 of $4.7 billion, for a total program
level of $10.6 billion, which is $492.9 million
more than the fiscal year 2002 level.

Commodity Assistance Program (CAP):
The Commodity Assistance Program is fund-
ed at $167 million.

Food Donations Programs: As proposed in
the President’s budget, the Department of
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Health and Human Services will fund the el-
derly feeding program beginning in fiscal
year 2003. Funding is no longer provided to
the Department of Agriculture for this pro-
gram.
TITLE V—FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND RELATED
PROGRAMS

Foreign Agricultural Service: The Com-
mittee provides $135.5 million, which is a $9.4
million increase from the fiscal year 2002
level.

Public Law 480 (Food for Peace): The bill
appropriates $1.3 billion for Public Law 480
accounts, which serve as the primary means
for the U.S. provision of food assistance
overseas. A total program level of $1.185 bil-
lion is for grants under Title II for food aid
for humanitarian relief through private vol-
untary organizations or through multilat-
eral organizations like the World Food Pro-
gram, an amount which is a $335 million in-
crease from the fiscal year 2002 level. It fur-
ther funds a Title I direct loan level of $1564.7
million (the same as the fiscal year 2002
level) and appropriates $25.2 million for
ocean freight differential costs.

TITLE VI—FDA AND RELATED AGENCIES

Food and Drug Administration (FDA):
Funding for salaries and expenses of the
Food and Drug Administration totals $1.632
billion. This is $135 million more than the
fiscal year 2002 level, and includes an in-
crease of $48.7 million in new budget author-
ity from the fiscal year 2002 level (including
supplemental emergency appropriations), a
$61 million increase in prescription drug user
fee collections, and $25.1 million in new med-
ical device user fee collections. The FDA
buildings and facilities account is funded at
$11 million.

Commodity Futures Trading Commission:
Appropriates $93.9 million, which is $23.3 mil-
lion more than the fiscal year 2002 level. In-
creased funding is provided for pay com-
parability with other Federal financial insti-
tutions.

Farm Credit Administration: Recommends
a limitation on administrative expenses of
$38.4 million, which is $1.7 million above the
fiscal year 2002 administrative expense limi-
tation.

TITLE VII—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Total appropriations of $2.496 million are
appropriated for Bill Emerson and Mickey
Leland Hunger Fellowships through the Con-
gressional Hunger Center.

The bill continues a provision to allow pro-
prietary centers to participate in the Child
and Adult Care Feeding Program if at least
25 percent of the children served are eligible
to receive a free or reduced-price meal, at a
cost of $22 million.

Limitations are established on mandatory
funding for sections 2505, 6030, 6405, and 9010
of P.L. 107-171, as well as the export enhance-
ment program.

COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, THE JUDICIARY,

AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS

BILL FOR FY 2003

Noteworthy:

The recommendation for the Commerce,
Justice, State, the Judiciary, and related
agencies appropriation bill for fiscal year
2003 is $47.1 billion. This is approximately
$2.5 billion above the fiscal year 2002 funding
level. The President’s budget request for fis-
cal year 2003 was $44.0 billion.

Bill Highlights:

This bill makes appropriations for the De-
partments of Commerce, Justice, State, the
Judiciary, and related agencies for the pe-
riod of October 1, 2002 through September 30,
2003. The bill provides funding to combat ter-
rorism, fight crime, enhance drug enforce-
ment, address the shortcomings of the immi-
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gration process, support the judicial process,
manage the commerce of the United States,
improve State Department operations, and
fulfill the needs of the independent agencies
that fall under the Subcommittee’s jurisdic-
tion.

The following are just a few of the initia-
tives within this bill:

Fighting Terrorism The bill provides funding
to allow State and Local first responders to
purchase equipment and undergo training
necessary to prevent and respond to acts of
terrorism. The bill also addresses the root
causes of terrorism by promoting democracy
in underdeveloped regions of the world.

Protecting America’s Children The bill in-
cludes funding to protect our children in
their schools. This effort includes training
School Resource Officers to prevent and
deter acts of terrorism. Funding is also pro-
vided to enhance the security of schools at-
tended by American children overseas.

Protecting Small Investors The bill allows
the Securities and Exchange Commission to
hire at least 700 new staff to pursue cor-
porate malfeasance and financial fraud, en-
sure enhanced public disclosure by corpora-
tions and stock analysts, and expand its ex-
amination and inspection program.

Justice: $24.1 billion

$284.2 million for Anti-Terrorism, Joint
Terrorism, and Foreign Terrorist Tracking
Task Forces, $3.9 billion for the FBI, $1.5 bil-
lion for the DEA, $5.7 billion for the INS, $2.0
billion for training, equipment, exercise, and
research and development programs to com-
bat domestic terrorism, $1.4 billion for State
and local law enforcement grants.

Commerce: $6.0 billion

$100.2 million for BIS, $72.2 million for eco-
nomic and statistical analysis, $5659.0 million
for the Census Bureau, $73.5 million for
NTIA, $1.2 billion for the PTO, $721.2 million
for NIST, $3.3 billion for NOAA.

Judiciary: $5.0 billion

$97.7 million for the Supreme Court, in-
cluding renovation of the building and
grounds, $276.3 million for court security.
State: $7.2 billion

$3.6 billion for Diplomatic and Consular
Program, $296.0 million for information tech-
nology initiatives, $237.9 million for edu-
cational and cultural exchange programs,
$1.3 billion for embassy security and con-
struction, $1.5 billion for U.S. obligations to
international organizations and peace-
keeping, $470.2 million for international
broadcasting activities.

Related Agencies:

$320.4 million for the EEOC, $275.4 million
for the FCC, $175.1 million for the FTC, $329.4
million for Legal Services Corporation, $656.7
million for the SEC, $788.5 million for SBA.
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS BILL

FOR FY 2003
Noteworthy:

FY’03 Senate Recommendation—$512 mil-
lion, FY’03 President’s Request—$378.8 mil-
lion, FY’02 Enacted—$608 million.

Bill Highlights:

Makes appropriations for the government
of the District of Columbia for the period of
October 1, 2002 through September 30, 2003.

$10 million for hospital bioterrorism pre-
paredness in the District—These funds will
begin to prepare the District’s hospitals for a
possible attack that may include the use of
biological, chemical, radiological, and nu-
clear weapons, as well as high yield explo-
sives. Funds will be used for the construction
of decontamination and quarantine facilities
at Children’s Hospital and Washington Hos-
pital Center.

$20 million for DC charter school facili-
ties—These funds will support a credit en-
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hancement fund to assist charter schools in
securing financing, a direct loan program for
facilities, and a per-pupil facilities alloca-
tion.

$166 million for the DC Courts—Of this
amount, $31.2 million will support the Fam-
ily Court.

$55 million for the Anacostia Waterfront
Initiative. Most of these funds will be used to
begin to clean up the severely-polluted Ana-
costia River in order to attract development
and recreation to this area.

$17 million for DC resident tuition sup-
port—These funds allow DC residents to at-
tend State schools at the in-State tuition
rate.

$15 million for Emergency planning and se-
curity costs in the District.

ENERGY & WATER APPROPRIATIONS BILL FOR
FY2003

Noteworthy:

The Senate bill in total recommends
$26.164 billion for FY03, The Senate bill ex-
ceeds the President’s request by $649 million,
The Senate bill exceeds the FY02 level by
$900 million.

Bill Highlights:

Army Corps of Engineers; The Senate bill
provides $4.55 billion that is, $376 million
above the President’s request, $61 million
above the FY02 bill.

Bureau of Reclamation and related Inte-
rior accounts, The Senate bill provides $956
million, which is, $75 million above the
President’s request, $41 million above the
current year level.

Department of Energy, The Senate bill
provides $20.93 billion, which is, $31 million
over the President’s request, $960 million
over the current year level.

MAJOR HIGHLIGHTS WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT
OF ENERGY

NNSA Weapons Activities (Stockpile Stew-
ardship), The Senate bill provides $6.1 bil-
lion, which is, $242 million over the Presi-
dent’s request, $5643 million over the current
year level.

NNSA Nonproliferation activities, The
Senate bill provides $1.1 billion, which is, $2
million over the President’s request, $14 mil-
lion below the current year level.

Environmental clean-up, The Senate bill
provides $7.3 billion, which is, $141 million
below the President’s request, $174 million
above the current year level.

Nuclear Waste Disposal (Yucca Mountain),
The Senate bill provides $336 million, which
is, $255 million below the President’s request,
$39 million below the current year level.

Renewable Energy R&D, The Senate bill
provides $448 million, which is, $41 million
above the President’s request, $562 million
above the current year level.

Nuclear Energy R&D, The Senate bill pro-
vides $324 million, which is, $75 million above
the President’s request, $48 million above the
current year level.

Science Research, The Senate bill provides
$3.33 Dbillion in Dbasic scientific research,
which is, $60 million more than the Presi-
dent’s request, $96 million above the current
year level.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

The bill provides $74 million for the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission, an increase of
$8 million over the President’s request and $3
million over the current year.

The bill provides $15 million for the Delta
Regional Authority, an increase of $5 million
over the President’s request and $5 million
over the current year.

The bill provides a total budget of $585 for
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the
same as the budget request and an increase
of $62 million over the current year.
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FOREIGN OPERATIONS APPROPRIATION BILL
FOR FY 2003

Noteworthy:

The FY 2003 bill provides $16,249,314,000 in
discretionary funds for Foreign Operations,
Export Financing and Related Programs.
This is $221,418,000 below the President’s FY
2003 request of $16,470,732,000, and $73,586,000
below the FY 2002 enacted level.

Bill Highlights:

The bill includes the FY 2003 Economic
Support Fund (ESF) and Foreign Military
Financing (FMF) requests for the Camp
David countries: $600,000,000 and
$2,100,000,000, respectively, for Israel; and,
$615,000,000 and $1,300,000,000, respectively, for
Egypt. The bill also includes $250,000,000 in
ESF and $198,000,000 in FMF assistance for
Jordan, and $75,000,000 in ESF assistance for
the West Bank and Gaza.

The bill provides a total of $220,000,000 for
assistance for Afghanistan from all accounts,
including $5,000,000 for women’s development
activities.

The bill provides $530,000,000 for the Assist-
ance for Eastern Europe and Baltic States
(SEED) account and $765,000,000 for the As-
sistance for Independent States of the former
Soviet Union (FSA) account, an increase of
$35,000,000 and $10,000,000, respectively, over
the FY 2003 request.

The bill provides $1,790,000,000 for the Child
Survival and Health Programs Fund—an in-
crease of $356,500,000 over the FY 2002 enacted
level—of which $791,500,000 is for assistance
for HIV/AIDS programs, including $50,000,000
for the President’s International Mother and
Child HIV Prevention Initiative and
$200,000,000 for a contribution to the Global
Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Ma-
laria.

The bill provides $650,000,000 for the Ande-
an Counterdrug Initiative (ACI)—an increase
of $25,000,000 over the FY 2002 enacted level.
The bill also provides the authority to trans-
fer $35,000,000 from the International Nar-
cotics Control and Law Enforcement account
to the ACI, resulting in an appropriation to
ACI that is $46,000,000 lower than the FY 2003
request.

The bill provides $80,000,000 for Inter-
national Military Training and Education
Programs which equals the FY 2003 request.
It also includes $4,072,000,000 for Foreign
Military Financing grants, which is
$35,000,000 below the FY 2003 requested level.

The bill restricts $75,000,000 for assistance
for the Korean Peninsula Energy Develop-
ment Organization (KEDO). The President
may waive this restriction and provide up to
$3,500,000 to KEDO, if he determines that it is
vital to national security interests to do so,
and provides a written policy justification to
appropriate congressional committees.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED

AGENCIES APPROPRIATION BILL FOR FY 2003
Noteworthy:

The bill provides $19 billion in total discre-
tionary budget authority. The omnibus
package contains $825 million to repay
amounts borrowed in FY 2002 for wildland
fire suppression.

Bill Highlights:

The bill makes appropriations for the De-
partment of the Interior (except the Bureau
of Reclamation), the Forest Service, por-
tions of the Department of Energy, the In-
dian Health Service, and various related
agencies for the period of October 1, 2002
through September 30, 2003.

Interior: $9.43 billion

$1.86 billion for the Bureau of Land Man-
agement. The amount provided restores the
$45 million cut proposed in the budget for
Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT).
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$1.21 billion for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. The amount provided increases Fish
and Wildlife Service operating programs by
$562 million, including a $46 million increase
specifically for refuge operations and main-
tenance.

$2.29 billion for the National Park Service,
including increases of $50 million for park
maintenance and $30 million for park oper-
ations ($15 million over the request). The bill
provides the full increase requested ($16 mil-
lion) for the Natural Resource Challenge; an
effort to better document and understand
the natural resources present in the park
system.

$915 million for the U.S Geological Survey,
an increase of $47 million over the budget re-
quest. Reinstates cuts for water programs
proposed in the budget request.

$170 million for the Minerals Management
Service.

$297 million for the Office of Surface Min-
ing and Reclamation Enforcement, including
an increase of $18 million to restore a por-
tion of cuts proposed for the abandoned mine
land reclamation program.

$2.27 billion for the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, including $554 million for Indian edu-
cation programs and $296 million for Indian
education construction. Rejects administra-
tion proposed decrease for Tribal Commu-
nity Colleges by adding $4 million over the
budget request ($2 million over enacted
level).

The Senate bill fully funds increases re-
quested for Indian trust reform in both the
Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Office of the
Special Trustee.

Forest Service: $3.95 billion

$1.35 billion for Forest Service operations,
an increase of $22 million. Rejects research
reorganization proposed in the budget re-
quest, and funds new Pest and Pathogen fund
($14 million) to allow the Forest Service to
respond to forest health concerns in an expe-
dited manner.

Provides funding for wildland fire suppres-
sion by the Forest Service and the Bureau of
Land Management at the 10 year average
level ($421 FS/$160m BLM). The bill also pro-
vides $415 million for Hazardous Fuels Re-
duction work by the Forest Service and
BLM, a level slightly above the budget re-
quest and $20 million over the FY 2002 level.

The bill also includes $825 million ($189m
DOI/$636m FS) in supplemental funds to
repay amounts borrowed from other ac-
counts in FY 2002 to pay for wildland fire
suppression. This amount is equal to the
amount requested by the Administration,
but less than the $1.25 billion in total bor-
rowing.

Department of Energy: $1.76 billion

$626 million for Fossil Energy R&D (includ-
ing $150 million for Clean Coal).

$884 million for Energy Conservation, in-
cluding $225 million for the Weatherization
Assistance Program and $45 million for State
Energy Grants.

$80 million for the Energy Information Ad-
ministration.

$179 million for the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve and Northeast Home Heating Oil Re-
serve.

Indian Health Service: $2.82 billion

Increases funding for Indian Health Service
by $62 million over enacted level.

Other Related Agencies:

$531 million for the Smithsonian Institu-
tion. The bill provides the Smithsonian with
an additional $6 million to complete the Na-
tional Museum of the American Indian on
the Mall.

$93 million for the National Gallery of Art,
including funds to restore cuts proposed in
the Special Exhibitions program.
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$34 million for the John F. Kennedy Center
for the Performing Arts.

$116 million for the NEA and $126 million
for the NEH.

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATION BILL

FOR FY 2003
Noteworthy:

The bill totals $2.34 billion, It is $66 million
below the request level and $66 million above
the FY02 enacted level. Increases are aimed
primarily at security-related requirements.
Bill Highlights:

The Legislative Branch bill provides fund-
ing for the Senate and all legislative branch
support agencies including the Library of
Congress, the General Accounting Office,
Capitol Police, and the Architect of the Cap-
itol.

Senate: $667.6 million

Funds are provided to accommodate cost-
of-living increases and security-related re-
quirements.

Joint Items: $17 million

Includes $3.66 million for the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, $7.3 million for the Joint
Committee on Taxation, $3 million for the
Office of Attending Physician, and $3 million
for the Capitol Guide Service

Capitol Police: $203.8 million

Provides for an increase of 269 employees,
for a total of 1,839, and allows for a 9.1%
payraise for officers.

Office of Compliance: 32 million
Congressional Budget Office: $32 million
Architect of the Capitol: $334 million
Library of Congress: $497 million

Provides resources to eliminate the back-
log of new material which has not been cata-
loged, improve the financial management
system, and enhance the digital futures pro-
gram. Additional security-related funds are
also included.

Includes $87 million for the Congressional
Research Service.

Government Printing Office: $119.8 million

Includes $90 million for Congressional
Printing and Binding and $29.7 million for
the Superintendent of Documents program.

General Accounting Office: $451 million
Center for Foreign Leadership Development: $13
million
LABOR, HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES, EDU-
CATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS BILL FOR FY 2003

Noteworthy:

FY03 Recommendation  $131,399,000,000,
FY03 President’s Request $131,946,026,000,
FY02 Funding Level $127,658,471,000.

Bill Highlights:

This bill makes appropriations for the De-
partments of Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, Education, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2003.

Labor: $11,821,000,000

$10.8 billion for the Employment & Train-
ing Administration, $1.37 billion for Dis-
located Worker Assistance, $900 million for
Adult training, $1.5 billion for the Job Corps,
$218 million for Veterans Employment &
Training.

Health & Human Services: $60,750,000,000,
$3.74 billion for anti-bioterrorism programs,
$27.1 billion for the National Institutes of
Health, $4.4 billion for the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention, $6.7 billion for
Head Start, $2.03 billion for Substance Abuse
Treatment, $2.026 billion for Ryan White
AIDS programs including ADAP, $1.53 billion
for Community Health Centers, $741 million
for the Maternal & Child Health Block
Grant, $1.7 billion for Low Income Home En-
ergy Assistance, $305 million for Title VII
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Health Professions, $674 million for Health
Professions, Total, $285 million for Children’s
Hospitals Graduate Medical Education, $505
million for Promoting Safe & Stable Fami-
lies, $45 million for the Compassion Capital
Fund, $12.5 million for Mentoring Children of
Prisoners, $60 million for the Healthy Com-
munities Innovation Initiative, $741 million
for Abstinence Education.

Education: $49,418,000,000

$11.35 billion for Title I Grants to Local
Education Agencies, $832.5 million for Fed-
eral TRIO Programs, $2.85 billion for Teacher
Quality State Grants, $1 billion for 21st Cen-
tury Community Learning Centers, $15 mil-
lion for Literacy through School Libraries,
$4,100 for maximum grants available through
the Pell Grant program, $1 billion for Read-
ing First, $8.5 billion for Special Education—
Grants to States Part B, $200 million for
Charter Schools $27.5 million for Voluntary
Public School Choice.

Related Agencies

$351 million for Domestic Volunteer Serv-
ice Programs, $395 million for the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting (FY05), $48.7
million for the CPB digitalization program.
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL, FY
2003 (S. XXX)

Noteworthy:

The Committee recommendation includes
$64.6 billion in total budget resources for FY
03. This amount is $9.4 billion more than the
President’s Request of $55.2 billion.

Bill Highlights:

S. XX makes appropriations for the De-
partment of Transportation and related
agencies for the period of October 1, 2002
through September 30, 2003. This includes
funding for the U.S. Coast Guard, the Trans-
portation Security Administration, the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration, the Federal
Highway Administration, the National High-
way Traffic Safety Administration, the Fed-
eral Railroad Administration, Amtrak, Fed-
eral Transit Administration, Surface Trans-
portation Board, and the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board.

The Committee recommendation restores
the $8.6 billion cut to the Highway Program
and funds the program at $31.8 billion—the
same level provided in FY 02.

The bill provides full funding for essential
functions of the newly created Department
of Homeland Security, including the U.S.
Coast Guard and the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration.

The committee recommendation also in-
cludes: Increased funding for highway and
aviation safety programs, Full funding for
the transit program and the FAA capital
program, 46% increase in funding for Am-
trak.

The bill rejects new user fees requested by
the administration, which total $230 million.
The proposed new user fees have the effect of
artificially reducing the budgetary impact of
the President’s budget request, because they
assume authorization and enactment of the
new fees and include the offsetting collec-
tions in the budget, as though this money
was ‘‘cash in hand.”

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY: $83.1 MILLION

The Committee recommendation is $15.9
million above the FY 02 enacted level.

TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION

(TSA): $5.3 BILLION

As a critical agency of the newly created
Department of Homeland Security, the TSA
is charged with ensuring security across the
U.S. transportation system, including avia-
tion, railways, highways, pipelines, and wa-
terways.
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The Transportation Security Administra-
tion has been funded at the requested level
for FY03. This bill provides $124 million for
the procurement of certified explosive detec-
tion systems to screen all checked baggage
and $250 million for installation of these ma-
chines at our nation’s airports.

The bill also includes $100 million for
grants to enhance security at our nation’s
ports.

U.S. COAST GUARD: $6 BILLION

The Committee recommendation includes
full funding for the U.S. Coast Guard. This
level of funding will allow the Coast Guard
to maintain their critical functions, includ-
ing search and rescue, drug enforcement,
fisheries enforcement and migrant interdic-
tion as well as integrate additional respon-
sibilities as part of the new Department of
Homeland Security.

The amount included is $206 million above
the President’s request and $604.3 million
above the FY 02 enacted level.

The bill provides $480 million for the Inte-
grated Deepwater System (IDS).

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION (FAA): $13.5
BILLION

The Committee recommendation is $249.7
million above the FY 02 enacted level. This
level of funding is $219 billion more than the
FY 02 enacted level.

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA):

$31.8 BILLION

This program includes Federal-aid to high-
ways, highway research, and administration.
The Committee recommendation rejects the
$8.6 billion cut that would have been re-
quired under the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century.

FEDERAL MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY
ADMINISTRATION (FMCSA): $117.4 MILLION

The funding provided in the bill is con-
sistent with the budget request and is $7.5
million above the FY 02 level.

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC ADMINISTRATION

(NHTA): $440 MILLION

This program includes operations and re-
search, and highway safety grants to states.
(FY 2002 enacted—$423.3 million). The budget
request $16.7 million more than President’s
request.

The Committee recommendation also in-
cludes: $10 million for mobilizations to ap-
prehend drunk drivers.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION: $985.1

MILLION

The funding included in the bill is $273.8
million above the Administration’s request.
This level of funding includes $762.5 million
for Amtrak—$241 million above the re-
quested level.

The Committee recommendation includes:
$118.3 million for railroad safety and oper-
ations, $30 million for next generation high-
speed rail.

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION (FTA): $7.2

BILLION

The Committee recommendation includes
funding for formula grants, research, capital
discretionary transit programs, ‘‘access to
jobs” and administrative expenses. This is a
substantial increase above the FY 02 level
consistent with the budgetary ‘‘firewalls’ in
TEA21.

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS
ADMINISTRATION: $43.7 MILLION

The Committee recommendation is $5.3
million above the President’s budget request
and $6.4 million above the FY 02 request.
This funding is provided for hazardous mate-
rials transportation safety programs, re-
search, and pipeline safety program.

The Committee recommendation also in-
cludes: $63.9 million for Pipeline safety.
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OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL: $57.4
MILLION

The Committee recommendation is con-
sistent with the President’s budget request.
Funding is provided for transportation-re-
lated audits and investigations.

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: $19.5 MILLION
The Committee has included $19.5 million,

with $1 million to be recovered by already es-

tablished offsetting collections.

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD:

$72.5 MILLION

The Committee recommendation is $3.8
million above the amount provided in FY 02
and is $2 million more than the President’s
budget request.

SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION: $13.3 BILLION
ARCHITECTURAL AND TRANSPORTATION
BARRIERS COMPLIANCE BOARD: $5.1 MILLION

The VA/HUD FY 2003 Appropriations Bill
makes appropriations for the period of Octo-
ber 1, 2002 through September 31, 2003 for the
Departments of Veterans Affairs, Housing
and Urban Development, and Independent
Agencies.

Among the key areas of primary funding in
the bill are $23.9 billion for VA Medical Care,
$16.9 billion for the HUD Certificate program
which will provide the needed funding for the
renewal of all expiring section 8 vouchers, $5
billion for the HUD Community Develop-
ment Block Grant program, $1.95 billion for
the HUD HOME program, $1.2 billion for
HUD Homeless Assistance, $8.2 billion for
EPA (including $1.425 billion for the Clean
Water SRF and $875 million for the Drinking
Water SRF), $3.2 billion for FEMA (including
$843 million for Disaster Assistance [FEMA
currently has some $2.9 billion in unobli-
gated funds], $900 million for FIRE Act
grants, and $100 million for Cerro Grande fire
grants), $15.123 billion for NASA (including
$1.5 billion for the International Space Sta-
tion and $115 million for the initial invest-
ment in a new Orbital Space Plane), and
$5.268 billion for the NSF.

TREASURY AND GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPRO-
PRIATION BILL FOR FY 2003 (BILL NUMBER
WHEN AVAILABLE)

Noteworthy:

FYO03 Recommendation: $34,533,464,000,
FY03 President’s Request: $34,276,277,000,
FY02 Funding Level: $33,817,112,000.

Bill Highlights:

Treasury: $16.128 billion, ATF': $888.4 million,
Customs Service: $3.1 billion, IRS: $9.9 bil-
lion, Secret Service: $1 billion.

United States Postal Service: $29 million.

Ezxecutive Office of the President: $728.384 mil-
lion, OMB: $70.752 million, Office of National
Drug Control Policy: Salaries and Expenses:
$26.456 million, Counter-drug Technology As-
sessment Center: $40 million, HIDTA: $226.35
million, Special Forfeiture Fund: $172.7 mil-
lion.

Independent Agencies: $17.569 million;, GSA
construction: $631.663 million, GSA repairs/
alterations: $997.839 million, National Ar-
chives: $270.939 million, Office of Personnel
Management: $261.791 million.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President,
again, I thank my friend from West
Virginia for his courtesy. I know that
while I have been working on these
other matters, my friend has had a
very erudite statement prepared, and I
am prepared to listen to it.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized
under the previous order.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, first, I
thank my esteemed colleague and dear
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friend, Senator TED STEVENS, for his
characteristic courtesy, and for his
friendship, and for the cooperation he
has shown to me over many years of
working together.

I thank him for joining with me, last
year, in reporting out of our committee
all appropriations bills before the close
of July.

I thank all of the Republican mem-
bers as well as the Democratic mem-
bers of my committee who voted unani-
mously to report those 13 bills out of
the Appropriations Committee, with-
out a single vote cast against those
bills.

I am sorry that the situation has de-
veloped, as it has, when I must oppose
the distinguished Senator’s amend-
ment. I always do whatever I have to
do to meet my own conscience and to
deal with requirements that are incum-
bent upon me as the chairman of the
committee or as the ranking member
of the committee, whichever is my role
at the particular time.

I do not like to be in a position of dif-
fering with my friend from Alaska, but
there are times when we do have to dif-
fer. In this case, I find myself at odds
with him, but I want to say here that
it is only for the purposes of advancing
this bill. It certainly does not cut
across our friendship, as far as I am
concerned, when I have to differ with
Senator STEVENS, and differ with him
vigorously. He is still my friend.

I understand what he has to do, as he
sees his responsibilities. And I have to
do what I have to do as I see my re-
sponsibilities. Our friendship is unaf-
fected. I want to assure him of that, as
far as I am concerned.

Last July, almost 6 months ago, the
Senate Appropriations Committee
completed action on all 13 of our appro-
priations bills, each on a bipartisan
unanimous vote. These bills restored
essential funding for programs that the
President proposed to cut.

We provided $1.1 billion more than
the President requested for veterans
medical care. We restored the $8.6 bil-
lion cut proposed by the President in
highway funding. The President pro-
posed only a 1 percent increase for edu-
cation programs. He would have turned
the No Child Left Behind bill into an-
other unfunded mandate. Our bill pro-
vided a 6 percent increase for edu-
cation, including key funding to reduce
class size.

We included sufficient funding to
keep Amtrak operating. We restored
over $1 billion of cuts that the Presi-
dent proposed for State and local law
enforcement programs.

We fully funded the President’s pro-
posed increases for homeland security
programs, but we provided the funds
through existing programs that our
Nation’s fire and police organizations
support. We provided a significant in-
crease for the Securities and Exchange
Commission in order to investigate
corporate fraud. We provided $400 mil-
lion for election reform.

Now this White House believes that
these increases represent wasteful and
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unnecessary spending. Last year this
White House worked with the House
Republican leadership to slow the ap-
propriations process down. The House
has not passed a regular appropriations
bill in nearly 6 months.

Let me repeat that. The House of
Representatives has not passed a reg-
ular appropriations bill in nearly 6
months.

The domestic agencies of the Govern-
ment are now operating under the
sixth—the sixth—continuing resolu-
tion, which expires on Friday, January
31.

My friend, Senator TED STEVENS—
who is the very able ranking minority
member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, who will soon succeed me as
chairman of the Senate Appropriations
Committee, and who has already suc-
ceeded me as President pro tempore of
the Senate—and I worked together to
produce those 13 bi-partisan bills last
summer. HEach of those 13 appropria-
tions bills was reported by the Senate
Appropriations Committee with a
unanimous vote—not a single vote cast
against any one of the 13 appropria-
tions bills.

After the election, however, the
President indicated his determination
to limit discretionary spending to the
arbitrary figure of $751.3 billion. This
level will necessitate cuts of $9.8 bil-
lion from 11 of the bills approved last
July. After providing for modest in-
creases for homeland security pro-
grams, the substitute that Senator
STEVENS is forced to offer provides for
a virtual freeze in all other domestic
spending.

I oppose the $9.8 billion cut that is
contained in the substitute. The needs
of the American people for homeland
security, for education, for transpor-
tation, for veterans, for public health,
and for other programs have not gone
away. The needs are still there as plain
as ever.

I am not being critical of my col-
league, Senator STEVENS. I am not
being critical of the chairman of the
House Appropriations Committee, Mr.
Younag of Florida. However, the Presi-
dent has now thrown down the gauntlet
and is insisting on a $9.8 billion reduc-
tion, resulting in cuts in priority pro-
grams designed for what? Designed to
defend our homeland, to educate our
children, to improve our transpor-
tation systems, and strengthen our law
enforcement programs.

I am extremely disappointed, not
with Senator STEVENS or the other
members of the Senate Appropriations
Committee or my friend, the chairman
of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee, Mr. YOUNG, or his ranking
member, Mr. OBEY, but with this ad-
ministration, with this White House
and its lack of vision and knowledge
regarding the needs of the people of
this country.

With great fanfare, the President
signed numerous authorization bills
this year that would increase spending
demands for many of these same im-
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portant programs. Last January he
signed the No Child Left Behind Act
with great fanfare. The President
signed the No Child Left Behind Act
which had passed the Senate 87 to 10
and which endorsed additional re-
sources in important education pro-
grams for our children. Last May, the
President, Mr. Bush, signed a border
security bill with great fanfare, which
had passed the Senate 97 to nothing,
which authorized strengthening glaring
and dangerous weaknesses in our bor-
der security. Last July, President Bush
signed the Sarbanes-Oxley Act which
had passed the Senate 89 to nothing,
and which addressed shameful cor-
porate fraud that bilks innocent peo-
ple. In October, Mr. Bush signed the
election reform bill with great fanfare
which had passed the Senate 92 to 2 to
help State governments overhaul the
Nation’s outdated and corruptible elec-
toral system. In November, President
Bush signed legislation which had
passed the Senate 95 to nothing to im-
prove security at our ports.

Yet in order to reduce our bills by
$9.8 billion, the omnibus legislation
that we will consider this week will cut
education by $1.5 billion. It will cut
homeland security programs by $1 bil-
lion, including cuts of $627 million for
border security, $23 million from port
security and $132 million from first re-
sponder funds. It will cut Securities
and Exchange Commission funding
below the levels in Senator HOLLINGS’
bill by $94 million.

This omnibus legislation will reduce
Head Start funding by $202 million. It
will reduce job training by $534 million.
It will reduce low income home energy
assistance by $300 million.

The new omnibus bill will cut Am-
trak funding by $374 million, a level
that will result, I am told, in the ter-
mination of Amtrak service.

In addition, the bill includes 1.6 per-
cent across the board cut on all domes-
tic programs. This represents a $435
million cut in the National Institutes
of Health. It represents a $182 million
cut to Education for the Disadvan-
taged. It represents a $372 million cut
in Veterans Medical Care. On top of
these cuts, every homeland security
initiative in this package is reduced by
1.6 percent. This is no way to govern.
We must move forward on this legisla-
tion. As much as I chafe about these
mindless cuts, we cannot allow the do-
mestic agencies of our government to
continue operating on automatic pilot
for the rest of the fiscal year. The peo-
ple elected us to make choices about
how we invest their tax dollars. There
will be amendments offered in the com-
ing days to restore some of the cuts
contained in the substitute to be of-
fered by Senator STEVENS for homeland
security, for education, and for other
worthy programs. I urge Members to
consider these amendments carefully
and to ponder the impact of the reduc-
tions in this bill.

These should not be up or down
party-line votes. When the Congress
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passed, with broad bi-partisan votes,
and President Bush signed, authoriza-
tion bills for homeland security, for
port security, for border security, for
investigating corporate fraud, and for
No Child Left Behind, we all recognized
that these programs required adequate
resources. We did not vote to address
these critical problems with rhetoric
alone. We have heard plenty of rhet-
oric. We collectively decided that these
were real problems that needed real so-
lutions. To solve these problems re-
quires resources, not empty promises. I
urge every Member to reflect on their
support of these authorization bills as
they decide how to vote on amend-
ments that will be offered in the com-
ing days. Let’s make the rhetoric
match the resolve.

While I oppose the $9.8 billion in cuts
which are being required by the admin-
istration as the price to move these
bills, I recognize that an even worse al-
ternative is to fail in our duty to enact
appropriation bills and allow the
United States Government to operate
without sufficient funding for the re-
mainder of this fiscal year. I believe
my colleague, Senator STEVENS, is of a
similar frame of mind. He is doing
what he sees as his duty. He is a good
soldier. He has my profound empathy.

This is the U.S. Senate. We are 100
Senators who have taken an oath of of-
fice to protect and defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States. We serve
with Presidents. We don’t serve under
any President, I have served with 11
Presidents, not under any President.
The votes that we will take on this im-
portant legislation, especially those re-
lating to the defense of our homeland
and the education of our children, are
not about politics. They are about
doing what is right and what was prom-
ised to the people of this country.

I ask unanimous consent that a sum-
mary of the $9.8 billion of cuts con-
tained in the substitute compared to
the fiscal year 2003 bills reported last
July by unanimous vote in the full Ap-
propriations Committee, be printed in
the RECORD.

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

SUMMARY OF $9.8 BILLION OF REDUCTIONS FROM
THE FY 2003 APPROPRIATIONS BILLS REPORTED
IN JUNE AND JULY OF 2002
Homeland Security—Homeland security ac-

counts are cut by nearly $1 billion (when a

$465 million increase for Transportation Se-

curity is included, the net cut is $0.5 billion):

$362 million is not provided to the INS for
the Entry-Exit system, which will, when
funded, track the arrival and departure of
non-U.S. citizens. Funding would have sup-
ported design of additional lanes and facili-
ties at ports-of-entry; the acquisition of land
to support the additional lanes; the develop-
ment of the new entry/exit system, including
the enhancement of the Inspection Pro-
gram’s information systems; and the admin-
istration of this large project. From October

1, 2001 to September 30, 2002, 439.7 million

people were admitted to the United States

(700,000 were not admitted), with lengthy

delays.

$265 million is cut from the INS for con-
struction of border security facilities. INS
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has experienced rapid growth in staffing in
recent years, particularly with respect to
Border Patrol agents and inspectors. For ex-
ample, in FY 2002, INS received funding to
hire 744 additional border patrol agents and
1,265 additional inspectors. However, INS fa-
cility and infrastructure have not kept pace
with this growth. From FY 1995 through FY
2002, the backlog in needed additional and
ungraded facilities has grown to over $5.2 bil-
lion. Nationwide, at the end of FY 2001, the
Border Patrol had only 52 percent of the fa-
cilities and space needed to adequately sup-
port its current workforce.

$46 million is not provided for the FBI for
requested aviation enhancements, including
funding for additional pilots and mechanics;
two Blackhawk helicopters and a surveil-
lance aircraft; and funding for maintenance,
equipment, and other items needed by the
Aviation program. These aviation assets are
used to respond to critical incidents, includ-
ing terrorist attacks, for the hostage rescue
team, and to support domestic and inter-
national operations. If additional funding is
not provided, the FBI would be forced to dis-
mantle the existing surveillance infrastruc-
ture and curtail operations in a time when
additional capability is needed.

$92 million is not provided for FBI informa-
tion technology enhancements.

$561 million is cut from embassy construc-
tion for projects to help protect U.S. citizens
overseas.

$8 million is cut from the Customs Service
container security initiative. During Senate
Appropriations Committee homeland secu-
rity hearings, there was extensive testimony
about security wvulnerability at our ports,
particularly with regard to the 50,000 con-
tainers and trucks that come through our 361
ports and our border facilities each day, with
only a 2 percent inspection rate. The Cus-
toms Service developed a program for in-
creased inspections and for conducting in-
spections at overseas ports. Between the FY
2002 supplemental and the FY 2003 Treasury/
Postal bill, the Committee included $75 mil-
lion for the project. But because the Presi-
dent blocked the funding for this project in
the supplemental and now with the $8 mil-
lion cut in the substitute, the funding is
down to $10 million.

In addition, the Customs Service budget is
reduced by $15 million to force Customs to
absorb the costs of the 4.1 percent pay raise.
Customs will likely have to forgo filling 630
positions, including port inspectors, as a re-
sult of the cut.

$132 million cut from FEMA first respond-
ers. Of this amount: $66 million is cut from
interoperable communications equipment for
firefighters and $66 million is cut from state
and local emergency operations centers. The
cut to interoperable communications equip-
ment means less money to local fire depart-
ments to purchase badly needed communica-
tions equipment—a major priority for local
fire departments. The cut to emergency op-
erations centers means less money to help
state and local governments upgrade their
emergency operations centers—many of
which are outdated and in need of expansion
and new equipment.

$465 million is added for the Transpor-
tation Security Administration (TSA). After
the Committee marked up the Transpor-
tation bill last July, the President blocked
Congress’ effort to add $480 million for TSA.
The President then requested another $546
million for the TSA. The new bill fully funds
the President’s revised request.

Agriculture (—$580 million)

The Export Enhancement Program, which
is a program designed to combat unfair trade
practices, is cut by $450 million. However,
USDA has no plans to use the program in FY
2003. The House included a similar provision.
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Various pay accounts are cut by $55.9 mil-
lion. This reduction will force Agriculture
agencies to absorb the cost of the increase in
the pay raise from 2.6 percent to 4.1 percent
that is included, government-wide, in the
Treasury/General Government bill. This
could result in a reduction in staffing of
1.048, potentially including farm services
agency personnel, rural housing loan officers
and food safety inspectors.

Competitive Agricultural research grants
are cut by $19.8 million.

Summer Feeding program funds are cut by
$24 million.

A $2 million Rural Telework pilot program
is eliminated.

Commerce/Justice/State (—$2,135 million)

In addition to the $816 million of homeland
security cuts from CJS programs noted
above, funding for pursuing corporate fraud
through the SEC is reduced by $93.8 million.

At a time when States are facing $65 bil-
lion in revenue shortfalls, funding for State
and local law enforcement is being cut by
$500 million. Funding for the Byrne Formula
Grant Program is eliminated. The Byrne
Formula Grant Program is distributed to the
States and territories based on population to
provide grants to local law enforcement
agencies with the goal of improving State-
wide drug and violent crime strategies.
Funds can be spent on equipment, systems,
and programs aimed at improving intra- and
interjurisdictional crime control strategies.
The elimination of the Byrne formula pro-
gram will deny much needed equipment and
program funds to the nation’s State and
local law enforcement agencies at a time
when they are being held responsible for act-
ing as the front line against future domestic
terrorism.

The Economic Development Administra-
tion is cut by $77 million.

Energy and Water (— 3136 million)

$100 million is cut from the Corps of Engi-
neers construction program.

The Central and Southern Florida (Ever-
glades) restoration project is cut by $8.2 mil-
lion. This is an extremely environmentally
sensitive project. The Southeast Louisiana
project is facing a $15 million cut from the
original Senate bill. The Administration se-
verely underbudgeted this project for FYO03
and the Committee bill had restored those
cuts in an attempt to expedite completion of
this project. When completed, the Southeast
Louisiana project will protect 30 percent of
the state’s population from severe flood
threats. The revised bill will delay the
project, forcing the local citizens to continue
to endure the threat of severe flooding.

Foreign Operations (—$100 million)

The biggest cut is $75 million that was
going to be given to North Korea (KEDO, the
Korea Energy Development Organization) for
purchasing heavy oil. Funding for the United
Nations Population Fund is reduced by $15.4
million. International Financial Institutions
funding is reduced by about $18 million, with
some of the reduction reallocated to the An-
dean Counter Drug Initiative.

Interior (—$373 million)

Federal Land Acquisition program. Cuts of
approximately $30 million (10% of the pro-
gram) will result in thousands of acres of en-
vironmentally sensitive lands not being
given federal protection.

Dept of Energy Weatherization grants.
Cuts of approximately $16 million ($56 million
below enacted) will result in thousands of
homes not being weatherized. This results in
increased energy use nationwide.

National Park Service, construction/cyclic
maintenance. Cuts of approximately $37 mil-
lion will result in a severe setback to the
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goal of eliminating the $56 billion in back-
logged maintenance. This will result in hun-
dreds of health and safety projects being de-
ferred to FY 04.

Indian Health Service, facilities and serv-
ices. Cuts of approximately $19.8 million will
reduce critical health services to the Amer-
ican Indian population. In addition, numer-
ous clinic and hospital renovation projects
will not proceed until FY 04 at the earliest.

Fish and Wildlife Service programs. Cuts
of $22 million in basic refuge and hatchery
operations along with $43 million in cuts to
various wildlife conservation grant pro-
grams. These cuts will significantly reduce
the level of effort being put forward by state
and private wildlife preservation officials.

Forest Service. Cuts of $49 million in areas
such as basic forest-health research, assist-
ance to State forestry offices, capital im-
provements and maintenance, and forest op-
erations.

Labor/HHS/Education (— 33,033 million)

Education programs are cut by $1.5 billion.
The substitute FY 2003 bill reduces funding
for Title I Education State Grants by $500
million compared to the FY 2003 bill marked
up in July, 2002. This $500 million would have
allowed school districts to serve an addi-
tional 447,000 low-income children. This cut
comes at a time that many State education
budgets are being cut and all States are fac-
ing huge costs to implement the ‘‘“No Child
Left Behind Act’ enacted just last year. The
substitute FY 2003 bill eliminates the $250
million increase provided by the Committee
in July for teacher quality initiatives. These
funds could have been used to hire an addi-
tional 7,150 teachers to reduce class size. The
substitute FY 2003 bill eliminates the $50
million of the $75 million increase provided
by the Committee in July for bilingual edu-
cation programs. The number of students
needing such services has increased from less
than one million in 1980 to more than 3.6 mil-
lion in 1999.

Job training programs are cut by $534 mil-
lion resulting in levels that are $182 million
below the FY 2002 level. These cuts will re-
sult in 20,000 less training slots for adult
workers, 1,030 less training slots for older
workers, and 50,600 less training slots for
youth, at a time when unemployment rate is
increasing.

The substitute bill cuts funding for Head
Start by $202.5 million as compared to the
LHHS marked up in July. That means that
more than 17,000 children, almost half of
whom are infants and toddlers, will be denied
the opportunity to benefit from the Head
Start program. Currently, only half of eligi-
ble 3 and 4 year olds are enrolled in Head
Start and less than 1 in 20 of infants and tod-
dlers are enrolled in Early Head Start.

Low Income Home Energy Assistance is re-
duced from $2 billion to $1.7 billion at a time
that the number of unemployed is increasing
and heating prices are increasing.

Various HHS health programs, including
the Centers for Disease Control, Health Pro-
fessions training and programs designed to
improve access to health care for low income
people are reduced by $235 million .

Legislative Branch (—$51 million)

Noncontroversial reductions in the Archi-
tect of the Capitol and the Capitol Police.

Transportation (—$400 million)

The substitute bill would cut the funding
for Amtrak by $374 million or 31 percent
below the $1.2 billion level approved by the
Committee back in July. The substitute bill
would fund Amtrak at $762 million which is
the same as the level included in the FY2003
Transportation Bill as reported by the House
Committee. This funding level will result in
the bankruptcy and termination of Amtrak.
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Federal Transit Administration: The sub-
stitute bill also cuts $756 million (6 percent)
from the Federal Transit Administration’s
“New Starts’” program for a new funding
level of $1.24 billion. The New Starts pro-
gram provides capital funding for major new
transit projects.

Federal Aviation Administration: Funding
for the Federal Aviation Administration’s
(FAA) operations was reduced by $34 million
($30 million below the President’s request)
bringing the total funding to $7.047 billion.
This account provides funding for all of
FAA’s operations, including the air traffic
controllers and the FAA’s safety inspection
workforce.

Federal-aid Highways: The substitute bill
deletes $200 million of contract authority.

Agency-wide Administrative Expenses: The
substitute bill makes a DOT-wide reduction
in administrative expenses of $57 million—
$51 million more in administrative cuts than
was proposed in the bill reported back in
July.

Transportation Security Administration:
The substitute bill would increase the fund-
ing for the Transportation Security Admin-
istration (TSA) by $465 million bringing the
total funding for TSA up to the President’s
request of $5.146 billion. After rejecting the
$5.1 billion in emergency Homeland Defense
funds included in the Supplemental, includ-
ing $480 million for TSA, the Administration
immediately sent up a budget amendment
requesting an additional $546 million for
TSA. This amendment was sent up after the
Committee reported the bill back in July.
Treasury/General Government (—$281 million)

In addition to the $8 million of homeland
security cuts noted above, $116 million is cut
from Treasury and other agency pay ac-
counts. The bill includes a government-wide
pay raise of 4.1 percent, compared to the
president’s request of 2.6 percent and the 3.1
percent raise that the President imple-
mented in early January. The 4.1 percent pay
raise is the same as the raise included in the
bill approved last July and approved for the
military in the Defense Authorization Act.
Agencies funded by this bill are expected to
absorb the $116 million increased cost.

The IRS is cut by $14 million (funds pro-
vided in the July supplemental).

A Postal Service payment is cut by $31
million and funded, as requested as an ad-
vance appropriation.

An OMB effort to increase investments in
electronic government initiatives is cut by
$40 million from $45 million to $5 million.

The Counterterrorism fund of $40 million is
cut by $20 million.

GSA Courthouse and Treasury Member
projects are cut by $72.8 million.

VA/HUD (—$2,584 million)

In addition to the $132 million of homeland
security cuts noted above, FEMA Disaster
Relief is cut by $1 billion. FEMA has suffi-
cient funds available to meet current and fu-
ture disaster needs consistent with its his-
torical averages.

$200 million is cut from FEMA flood plain
mapping. $100 million remains in the bill.
FEMA'’s flood plain maps are old and out of
date. Liocal planners, developers and home-
owners need updated flood plain maps from
FEMA. This cut will delay updating the
maps.

Housing programs are cut by nearly $900
million.

National Service is cut by $110 million, re-
ducing the number of volunteers by 10,000.

NASA is cut by $70 million.

National Science Foundation is cut by $85
million.

EPA is cut by $96 million from $8.3 billion
to $8.2 billion.

VA Construction is cut by $49 million in
the substitute compared to the bill reported
last July.
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In addition, the bill includes 1.6% across
the board cut on all domestic programs. This
represents a $435 million cut in the National
Institutes of Health, a $182 million cut to
Education for the Disadvantaged and a $372
million cut in Veterans Medical Care. On top
of these cuts, every homeland security ini-
tiative in this package is reduced by 1.6%.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
EXANDER). The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve under the unanimous consent re-
quest that now is the time for me to
offer my amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 1

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there
is an amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS)
proposes an amendment numbered 1.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’)

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator from
West Virginia has an amendment to
offer. I thank him for his comments.
We are in substantial agreement, ex-
cept in the conclusion. We both feel
that the Government of the United
States should not operate under a con-
tinuing resolution. What it means is
that our agencies are not moving for-
ward in 2003 at the rate actually re-
quested by the President in 2001 for the
fiscal year 2002.

Times have changed. They have
changed considerably. Each of these
agencies are subject to new laws that
were passed both in 2001 and 2002 with
regard to the programs that they ad-
minister. They cannot do those new
programs without new money.

As the Senator from West Virginia
said, they are currently operating on
autopilot. I am an old pilot and auto-
pilot is a wonderful thing to have, but
it doesn’t know how to change course
unless someone turns the dials. Auto-
pilot cannot take you off or land you.
It only continues on the course that it
is on. It will fly right into a mountain
if you don’t change the course. There is
a mountain ahead of us, which is the
mountain of unfulfilled commitments
in the Federal Government, which both
the President and Congress have made
and changes that were made since the
President first conceived the budget of
2002.

I do believe that the Senator is right.
I would have joined him last year in
proceeding as we did with the bill as re-
ported. But it is different now. We are
ready to start a new Congress. We,
hopefully, will have our organization
resolution soon, and we will be working
toward complying with the laws that
we work under—the Budget Act—and
the requirement that we pass 13 appro-
priations bills for 2004.

We cannot get there if we pass these
bills separately. As I said before, we
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will face the prospect of disagreement
with the House and endless conferences
on 11 bills, and possibilities of vetoes
and motions to override, and all the
time it will take. Mr. President, it will
be June before we get down to the busi-
ness of this Congress if we do not fol-
low the recommendation to proceed
that has been made now by me on be-
half of the President and on behalf, I
believe, of all the members of our com-
mittee.

We have differences on what should
be in the bill, but the main thing is
that we should proceed. I await the of-
fering of the Senator’s amendment. I
know pretty well what is in it, and I re-
gret that I cannot join him this year in
supporting it.

Is the amendment now pending be-
fore the Senate, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is pending.

Mr. STEVENS. I yield to the Senator
from West Virginia.

AMENDMENT NO. 2

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered 2.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that further reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this Na-
tion faces a turning point as we are
challenged once again by the threat of
attack on our shores. We know that
terrorists live among us. Yet we do not
know where they will strike, or when,
or how they will strike. With endless
warnings in mind, and with a clear re-
alization of our many homeland secu-
rity gaps, it is time that Congress in-
vest the necessary resources in home-
land security to match its rhetoric and
to match the rhetoric of this adminis-
tration. So I have offered an amend-
ment that would accomplish three
goals:

First, it would restore the $1 billion
in reductions in homeland security ini-
tiatives made from the original com-
mittee-passed appropriations bills and
for which every member of the Appro-
priations Committee voted—every
member, 29 members of the Appropria-
tions Committee, with 15 Democrats
and 14 Republicans.

Second, it would restore much of the
$2.5 billion in emergency homeland se-
curity funds that passed this Congress
overwhelmingly in the summer of last
year, but which was rejected by this
White House.

Finally, this amendment would fund
the priorities that Congress has found
so necessary and that President Bush
has signed into law. This amendment
would fund the Airport Security Act
that created the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration and placed rig-
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orous, new safety standards on the Na-
tion’s airports. This amendment would
fund the border security authorization
bill that passed the Senate by a vote of
97 to 0 and that President Bush signed
into law last May. This amendment
would fund the port security authoriza-
tion bill that passed the Senate by a
vote of 95 to 0 and that President Bush
signed into law last November.

These dollars address our Nation’s
most critical needs. These funds would
help to shore up our Nation’s defenses
and save lives at home.

The Congress has voted to create the
Department of Homeland Security, but
that Department is months—if not
years—away. I read in the Washington
Post today about the slowdown in the
fulfillment of that dream, but that De-
partment is months—if not years—
away from being a strong defense
against terrorist attacks. There are
many details to be worked out. We can-
not wait to address gaps in our Na-
tion’s defenses while this new Depart-
ment is organized. Terrorists will not
wait to attack. We cannot afford delay.
I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that a sum-
mary of the amendment be printed in
the RECORD at this point so that all
Senators, members of the press, and
the people at large may read on tomor-
row the contents of the amendment.

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

Major Elements of 35 Billion Homeland Security
Package

[In millions]

State and Local Assistance to Com-
bat Terrorism .......coccoveeveevenvinninnennes
To implement the President’s

smallpox vaccination plan,
grants to make first responder
radio equipment interoperable,
emergency planning and train-
ing for terrorist attacks, and
study long-term health con-
sequences of attacks of 9/11.

Border Security

Customs and TSA container secu-
rity improvements both at the
ports and as containers are
shipped within the country, im-
proved INS Entry/Exit System,
improved INS border security,
more INS agents to apprehend
absconders, seven additional
Coast Guard patrol boats, and
Customs northern and southern
border security improvements.

Airport Security
Airport security hardening to com-

ply with new statutory security
requirements, cockpit door se-
curity improvements, and in-
creases to fully fund Transpor-
tation Security Administration
needs.

Port Security .....coveveiiiiiiiiiiin,
To help implement the more rig-

orous security requirements in
the new port security law that
the President signed in Novem-
ber.

Nuclear Security/Energy Security ....

$1,406

1,008

720

585

296

S349

Major Elements of $5 Billion Homeland Security
Package—Continued

Secure nuclear weapons and mate-
rials nationwide and conduct
vulnerability assessments for
energy supply and distribution
systems.

Mass Transit Security .......ccoeeeenennnn.

Chemical and biological sensors
and other monitoring equip-
ment for potential terrorist at-
tacks in mass transit systems.

Federal Law Enforcement (FBI)

FBI, Secret Service, additional se-
curity for terrorism trials in
Federal courts, and Law en-
forcement training for new TSA
personnel

Water Security

Improved security at Corps res-
ervoirs and dams, vulnerability
studies for wurban and rural
water systems.

Cyber Security ....cocveveeviviiiiiiieieennns
Food safety, securing biohazardous
materials at USDA facilities, em-
bassy security, research to combat
chemical attacks, improved secu-
rity at Washington Monument and
Jefferson Memorial, and DC emer-
gency response plan. ............ceeenenen 167

300

212

178

128

5,000

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise to
support the amendment offered by the
distinguished chairman, perhaps rank-
ing member, depending on the time of
the month in January of this year, of
the Senate Appropriations Committee.
He has led the fight in the Senate on
these issues dealing with homeland se-
curity, an extremely important subject
for this Senate.

I wish to talk about why his amend-
ment is a very important choice for us
to make. This is, after all, about mak-
ing choices. It is not a case that there
is not the money to do one thing or the
other; it is a matter of making the
choices of what the right things are for
this country’s future. Emerson once
said that common sense is genius
dressed in work clothes. Common sense
with respect to homeland security to
me is to understand that post-9/11, we
are in an urgent situation to protect
our country at home. We are pros-
ecuting the war against terrorists here
and abroad, and we have an urgent re-
quirement to protect our homeland.

The head of the CIA just a couple
months ago said to the Nation that we
are as vulnerable today to a terrorist
attack as we were on September 10, the
day before that devastating terrorist
attack on our Nation. The head of the
CIA said: We are as vulnerable today as
we were the day before that dev-
astating attack.
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If that is the case, then the question
is, What more do we need to do and
how soon must we do it to give a meas-
ure of assurance to the American peo-
ple that we are doing everything pos-
sible to thwart those terrorists who
would attack our country?

I wish to talk about a couple areas of
homeland security that my colleague,
Senator BYRD, has spoken about pre-
viously and spoke about again this
evening, and addresses in his amend-
ment. I wish to talk about the security
of our country’s ports.

I come from a State that does not
have any ports. North Dakota is not
surrounded by oceans, so we do not
have ports. I did recently tour one of
our large ports in this country. That
follows on the heels of a tour I did sev-
eral years previous. I was curious as to
what kind of security exists in Amer-
ica’s ports.

I know we get 5.7 million containers
coming into this country every year
stacked on container ships. These 5.7
million containers pull up to a dock at
2 miles an hour, then are offloaded on
to 18-wheel trucks, and they motor off
to the rest of the country. I also know
of the 5.7 million containers that come
into our country every year, 100,000 of
them are inspected, 5.6 million are not.

One asks the question: We spend a lot
of money and time talking about an
antiballistic missile program or a mis-
sile defense system to protect against
an incoming ballistic missile or a bal-
listic missile traveling 10 or 15,000
miles an hour. So we spend $8 billion
creating a ballistic missile defense sys-
tem.

How much money do we spend pro-
tecting against the threat of a ship
with a container carrying a weapon of
mass destruction coming to a dock at 2
miles an hour at one of America’s
major ports in America’s major cities?
The answer is we do not spend nearly
enough.

I recently, with the Customs Service
and others, toured one of our country’s
major ports. This is a port that gets a
great deal of freight and commerce
from Asia. I was very impressed with
the men and women who worked there.
I was very impressed with what they do
there. I took a look at their x-ray tech-
nology in which they x-ray containers
that are on an 18-wheel truck, having
been taken from the deck of a ship.
This technology is remarkable. What
they are doing at the Customs Service
is extraordinary, but they are des-
perately short of funds. They are in-
capable, in my judgment, of assuring
the American people that of these 5.7
million containers reaching America’s
ports, they are able to inspect a suffi-
cient number to give us a measure of
confidence that terrorists will not use
these containers with which to attack
our country.

We might all remember the story
about a fellow who was a suspected ter-
rorist who actually put himself in one
of those large containers. In that con-
tainer, he included a heater, a cot,
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water supply, a GPS system, a com-
puter—he had all the comforts of home
locked with him in a container, ship-
ping himself from the Middle East to
Canada, presumably then to go from
Canada into the United States.

If someone decides to ship a weapon
of mass destruction in a container
aimed at this country with only 2 per-
cent of the containers being inspected
at our docks, how confident are we
that we have the homeland security
and homeland protection we need and
deserve at this point?

Senator BYRD includes in this amend-
ment the resources that are necessary
to add to that measure of confidence,
to create more inspections, to provide
more security at America’s ports, and
that is important.

He also in this amendment deals with
the issue of border security. I do rep-
resent a State that has a long and com-
mon border with the country of Can-
ada. Just a couple of months ago, there
were concerns across our country
about five men, suspected terrorists,
who apparently entered the TU.S.
through Canada. We did not know who
they were. We did not know where they
entered our country. We did not know
what they planned to do. But there was
a national manhunt for five men from
those parts of the world from which
terrorists have originated who entered
our country, and we were searching for
these individuals. Apparently they
were never found.

The point is, they were supposed to
have entered our country through Can-
ada. How would one do that? Along the
border between the United States and
Canada, we have a great many ports of
entry where we have very little secu-
rity, as a matter of fact. Prior to our
Appropriations Committee adding
some money in the last year and a half,
at many ports of entry in North Da-
kota, when the ports of entry closed
because they are open only a certain
portion of the day, at the end of the
day, at 9 o’clock or 10 o’clock at night,
they put up an orange rubber cone, and
that was the security to keep terrorists
out of this country or to keep out those
who are not supposed to enter this
country.

The polite ones who enter this coun-
try illegally say they would get out of
the car, remove the cone, drive into
this country, and replace the orange
cone. Those not so polite would shred
that cone at 60 or 70 miles an hour,
with nothing to stop them.

We changed some of that at ports of
entry, but we have a 4,000-mile border.
There is not a ghost of a chance that
the Border Patrol and others who are
required to provide the security on this
country’s northern border can possibly
do all that is necessary to keep terror-
ists from entering our country.

Despite that, we have the Immigra-
tion Service, the Customs Service, the
Border Patrol, and others doing heroic
work, but they need more resources.
They are short of money. And that also
is included in Senator BYRD’s proposal.
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Last July in Congress, we on the Ap-
propriations Committee passed by a
wide margin a supplemental appropria-
tions bill that included $2.5 billion for
homeland defense, port security, as I
mentioned, the security of nuclear
plants in our country, airport security,
cyber security, and training for police
and fire personnel, the first responders
for any terrorist attack. Yet the Presi-
dent decided he would not use that $2.5
billion. He blocked it, and this amend-
ment restores much of those funds.

I know earlier today we had people
come to the Chamber and talk about
those who want to spend money. There
are those who say this is all about
spending money. This is a rather small
amount compared to what we did for
Defense, for example, in this year.

The President asked for and we
agreed to increase Defense spending
nearly $45 billion in this year. We face
some very significant challenges in
Iraq, North Korea, terrorists. We call
on young men and women in this coun-
try to put on their uniform and, in a
moment’s notice, be called up, put on a
ship or airplane and shipped to the far-
thest points of the world to protect our
country. We increased that spending in
a very significant way.

Just a year ago—in fact, a year ago
this week—I was in central Asia. I was
in Afghanistan and Uzbekistan and
toured those areas where our young
men and women—American soldiers—
were defending our liberty and free-
dom.

I do not think anyone will ever want
to shortchange them in what we do to
spend money to protect them, and I
commend Senator BYRD, Senator STE-
VENS, and Senator INOUYE for their
leadership in making certain we make
that investment. But it is not only
with respect to this Nation’s defense
that we must make investment. We
also must make those investments in
our homeland security. If we fail to do
that, there will be a time, after some
additional national tragedy as a result
of a terrorist attack, when we will ask
the question: Why did we not plug that
hole? Why did we not add those re-
sources? Why did we not have those ad-
ditional inspections?

We can avoid all of that if we simply
make wise and prudent investments in
homeland security in this legislation. I
prefer we not be required to spend any
money on homeland security. I prefer
we live in a world in which there is not
a terrorist threat, in which those who
have evil in their hearts, such as Sad-
dam Hussein and others, would not
exist and we would live in peace and
harmony and not have to worry about
protecting our homeland. But the at-
tacks of 9/11, which killed thousands of
innocent Americans, by those holed up
in caves in the mountains of Afghani-
stan plotting the murder of innocent
people tell us we can never again be
sure that that kind of world will exist.

We must understand that terrorists
want to do damage to this country and
kill innocent Americans. As a result,
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we simply must have adequate home-
land security and adequate protection.
That is all this amendment offered by
Senator BYRD does.

We will have an opportunity to dis-
cuss other issues with respect to the
omnibus bill. Although I have been
talking about homeland security, I
fully agree with Senator STEVENS and
Senator BYRD that we should handle
these appropriations bills this way. It
is the only way we can solve this issue
of getting the eleven bills done, getting
to a conference, getting them to the
President, and getting them signed. So
there is no disagreement about that.
Senator BYRD and Senator STEVENS are
absolutely correct. This is what we
should do. We should do it this month
and get these priorities funded. But as
I say that, the question is: What prior-
ities? What choices?

I have not yet seen the entire amend-
ment or the entire omnibus bill that
has been offered. I expect I will be able
to review some of it this evening and
perhaps tomorrow. But this is signifi-
cant legislation. I know what part of it
is. Chairing one of the subcommittees
on appropriations, I know what is in
that subcommittee. With Senator
CAMPBELL and me working closely to-
gether, I know what is in that par-
ticular part, but the rest of it I am not
aware of, and I think most Members
would not be aware of the specific pro-
visions. We need to work together in
the coming days to make sure the
choices we make in terms of priorities
are the right choices.

I will have a lot to say on a couple of
other issues, but I want to specifically
say to Senator BYRD, I think this
amendment makes eminent good sense.
It is an important amendment, an ur-
gent amendment, and represents one of
our first priorities: Making the right
investment for homeland security.

There is a part in this omnibus bill
that deals with disaster legislation,
drought relief, for farmers. I do not
know this for sure, but my under-
standing is the money for that actually
comes out of the agricultural spending
base, which in my judgment should not
happen. Second, it is only about half
the size of what is needed.

By a very wide margin, we passed
last year a $5.9 billion disaster relief
bill for drought relief for a major part
of the country’s agricultural producers.
That is about what we need. In my
judgment, we are going to have to
amend this provision.

My understanding also is that in
order to get part of this money, there
is an across-the-board reduction, and I
believe there are certain areas where
we cannot do across-the-board reduc-
tions. Having said all of that, we need
to debate those amendment by amend-
ment. This first amendment is an im-
portant amendment. As Senator BYRD
said, and let me hasten to say as well
because I serve on this committee, the
leadership of Senator STEVENS is exem-
plary. I am proud to be on this com-
mittee, whether under his leadership or
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Senator BYRD’s. Our differences in
choices with respect to both the White
House and those who support this
amendment are not meant to be dis-
respectful but are an assertive dif-
ference, representing what we believe
to be an urgent priority.

There is no greater priority than to
make sure we have done what we can
do to thwart the efforts of terrorists to
attack this country, and in a number
of areas we are markedly and substan-
tially deficient in homeland security
investment. We have known that for
some long while. This is the time to
correct it. It is not spending, it is an
investment, just as it is an investment
in this country when we make the kind
of appropriations we need to make for
defense. We have done that. Now we
need to make the same judgment with
respect to homeland security.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COLEMAN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senator
BYRD has offered an amendment. I
would like to address that amendment.

Senator BYRD has been an advocate,
for many months now, of doing some-
thing to properly fund homeland secu-
rity. One member of our caucus re-
ferred to it as hometown security. The
Senator from Nebraska, Mr. NELSON,
referred to it as hometown security,
and that is really what it is. It is to
make sure the cities and towns in our
States have the protection that is nec-
essary as a result of the terrible events
of September 11.

The bill I am interested in is part of
S. 11 from the Energy and Water Sub-
committee. For the next half hour or
so, I will be the chairman of that com-
mittee. That will change sometime
this evening.

Senator DOMENICI and I have had a
longtime relationship on this sub-
committee. I have been chairman; he
has been chairman; we really have
worked extremely well together. He
has been, from my perspective, ex-
tremely good to work with. He is an
absolute expert on numbers, having
been the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee and having been so long with
the Appropriations Committee. It has
been a pleasure to work with him.

But Senator DOMENICI, I am sure, rec-
ognized that this bill, our bill, should
have more money—more money as it
relates to homeland security. During
last year’s consideration of the supple-
mental spending bill for homeland se-
curity, when we were in the majority,
we included hundreds of millions of
dollars for nuclear security, funding
that had been requested by the admin-
istration and by the Department of En-
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ergy but was rejected by the Office of
Management and Budget. During final
negotiations on that supplemental, we
agreed to provide funding for these ac-
tivities on a contingency basis. In es-
sence, we provided the money but gave
the President the opportunity to ac-
cept it or not. He decided not to accept
it. I think that is really wrong. I am
disappointed and sorry that is the case.
I believe it was unreasonable that the
President declined to request emer-
gency funding for nuclear security for
which his own Department of Energy
was screaming. We didn’t invent this.
This came from his own Department of
Energy.

So this evening Senator BYRD has of-
fered it again and is making another
effort to give this administration the
funds they need to keep nuclear and
other deadly material safe and secure
in this country. As always, I am grate-
ful to Senator BYRD for his leadership
in this area.

The bill Senator DOMENICI and I have
brought to the floor for many years is
a big bill, approximately $24- or $25 bil-
lion, and it is all discretionary. It is
the only subcommittee in which the
money is discretionary, all of it. It has
many important components. Tonight
we are only going to talk about that
part relating to nuclear security.

This amendment provides $25 million
to enhance the safety and security of
nuclear and other materials at the De-
partment of Energy Office of Science
Laboratories, nationwide; another $25
million for the National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration, to enhance secu-
rity during the transport of nuclear
weapons and materials nationwide; and
$35 million for construction and ren-
ovation activities of the National Cen-
ter for Combating Terrorism, again
funding that the Department of Energy
asked the White House to provide.

Again, we didn’t dream it up, saying
this would be great for New Mexico be-
cause they have a lot of things goings
on there, or Nevada, or Idaho, or Mis-
sissippi, where a lot of these activities
take place. The Department of Energy
came forward with this recommenda-
tion. Again, the White House refused
the recommendation that its own De-
partment brought forward.

We are also requesting $90 million for
increased safeguards and security
needs throughout the nuclear weapons
complex. Funding is provided for explo-
sive detection equipment, protective
force support, hardened perimeter bar-
riers, and consolidation of special nu-
clear materials and complex-wide secu-
rity improvements. A minimum of $25
million is provided for cybersecurity
activities.

Just reading this off should give
every person within the sound of my
voice pause. Why have we been asked
this by the Department of Energy? We
have been asked to do this because we
need safeguards throughout the nu-
clear weapons complex that are not
now there.

Funding is provided for explosive de-
tection equipment. We don’t have that
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equipment. I hate to say it here on the
Senate floor, but we don’t. We are lack-
ing.

Protective force support. That means
we don’t have enough people making
sure the materials are safe, that the fa-
cilities are safe.

Hardened perimeter barriers. It
seems to me, if we have been told by
the Department of Energy that we
should have hardened perimeter bar-
riers, that means that what we have
now is inadequate.

Consolidation of special nuclear ma-
terials, and complex-wide security im-
provements.

Also, $66 million is provided for the
Defense Environmental Administration
Restoration and Waste Management
Program at the Department of Energy
to enhance safeguards and security at
nuclear and weapons cleanup sites at
Savannah River in South Carolina,
Hanford in Washington, Idaho, and in
Tennessee.

Mr. President, you, as a new Senator,
did not come and say: Senator DOMEN-
101, Senator REID, will you give us some
money for Oak Ridge, in Tennessee?
You didn’t do that. The Department of
Energy recognized there were needs at
that very important facility, impor-
tant for this country, and that is why
Senator BYRD has stuck in this amend-
ment before this body, $56 million, part
of which would go to Oak Ridge to
make sure there is enhancement of
safeguards and security at nuclear
weapons cleanup sites, at this facility
and these facilities.

There is $14 million for the Defense
Facilities Closure Projects, the pro-
gram at DOE, to enhance the safeguard
and security of these sites nationwide.

The amendment also provides $25
million for the National Infrastructure
Simulation and Analysis Center in New
Mexico and $25 million for the National
Energy Laboratory to conduct critical
infrastructure assessments at critical
energy supply facilities nationwide.

The funds provided in the Byrd
amendment for nuclear safety are crit-
ical for ensuring the safety of the
American people in the post-9/11 era. 1
don’t expect the White House to take
my word for it. They should, however,
listen to their own Department of En-
ergy. I did, and the nuclear safety lan-
guage in the Byrd amendment reflects
what we were told, what they said was
needed.

We also have some new information
that has come out. We have a report
that has been done, and we know there
are some Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion employees who worry that safety
training requirements for the nuclear
facilities are outdated and ‘‘leave the
security of the nuclear sites . . . vul-
nerable to sabotage.”

Should we not go forward with this
work? Yes, we should. It is extremely
important that we provide this money.
If there were ever an emergency need
in the history of this country, it would
be to take care of the nuclear facili-
ties.
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They have inadequate security
guards. One security company is work-
ing at one facility and another, which
has the lowest bid, at another facility.
It simply is not the way to do business.

All over America we have 101 nuclear
powerplants. There are workers who
are questioning the safety of these fa-
cilities. A recent survey commissioned
by the NRC found that a third of its
employees question the agency’s com-
mitment to safety, and almost one-half
say they are afraid to speak up at the
NRC. Employees who are designated to
protect these plants from terrorists
and others are afraid to speak up for
fear they will get fired or their jobs
will be changed or they will be trans-
ferred.

According to the survey conducted
by an outside firm, these people com-
plained that the NRC is influenced by
the nuclear industry and that its regu-
latory powers have atrophied. The poll
was based on surveys completed by
one-half of the agency’s employees.
The most dramatic findings came up
when pollsters sorted responders by
rank. Although almost 90 percent of
the agency’s executive-level employees
answered favorably on the questions
regarding the Commissions’s commit-
ment to safety, less than two-thirds of
those in the midlevel ranks answered
that they were afraid.

The study said those differences
point to the political influence of the
nuclear industry. NRC officials de-
clined comment.

We should be very concerned about
workers at the NRC who are afraid to
come forward and say: We do not have
proper safety standards, and we are
afraid to come forward and tell our
own bosses what is wrong. Why? Be-
cause they are so driven by the nuclear
power industry.

It has been nearly a year since the
President warned us in his last State of
the Union Address how vulnerable our
nuclear facilities are. But the NRC has
still not taken any clear steps to se-
cure the safety and security of our Na-
tion’s nuclear powerplants. That is not
acceptable.

We know the inspector general of the
NRC paints a very bleak picture of
their safety and security. A few days
ago, the NRC’s inspector general re-
leased a survey of the employees. I
have talked about that to some extent.

This amendment is a very important
amendment if we are concerned—I
know everyone is concerned—about the
safety and security of our nuclear-gen-
erating facilities.

Senator BYRD is to be commended for
asking us to support him in making
sure that we have adequate resources
to protect our nuclear facilities.

I repeat what I said earlier when I
talked about some of the things that
the Department of Energy has said is
so important. If we ignore them, and if
the administration ignores them, it is
simply not right.

This money enhances the safety and
security of nuclear and other mate-
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rials. It will enhance security during
the transport of nuclear weapons and
materials. There is money for con-
struction and renovation activities of
the National Center for Combating
Terrorism; for increased safeguards and
security needs throughout the nuclear
weapons complex. Funding is provided
for explosive detection equipment, pro-
tective force support, hardened perim-
eter barriers, consolidation of special
nuclear materials, and complex-wide
security improvements.

I see the Senator from Washington is
on the floor. There is $56 million, as I
have mentioned, for the Defense Envi-
ronmental Restoration and Waste Man-
agement Program to enhance safe-
guards and security at nuclear and
weapons cleanup sites, such as the one
at Hanford in Washington. I would
place it throughout our complex.

There is money for the Defense Fa-
cilities Closure Projects Program to
enhance safeguards and security at
these sites. This is important. If we
pass the Byrd amendment for no other
reason—and there are lots of other rea-
sons to talk about—money is provided
in my subcommittee of appropriations
for making our nuclear weapons facili-
ties throughout the country and our
nuclear powerplants throughout our
country safe and secure. They are not
safe and secure now. That should be of
concern for every American.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
this evening in strong support of the
homeland security amendment that
was offered earlier this evening by Sen-
ator BYRD. I am pleased that I had the
opportunity to work closely with Sen-
ator BYRD on the details of the amend-
ment because it impacts the security of
our transportation system.

Before I start, I wish to align myself
with the very thoughtful and impor-
tant remarks of the Senator from
North Dakota made earlier regarding
the northern border. Senator DORGAN
has brought some real attention to the
northern border issues that are so im-
portant to my home State of Wash-
ington. This work must continue de-
spite the President’s cuts to the border
security initiative that the Senate pre-
viously approved.

This amendment represents months
of work on behalf of Senator BYRD and
the Appropriations Committee. Sen-
ator BYRD, as chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, convened a series
of hearings last spring to discuss home-
land security needs. We heard from nu-
merous Cabinet Secretaries, including
Secretary Powell, Secretary Rumsfeld,
and Secretary Mineta. Several respec-
tive national security experts gave us
very valuable testimony. We also heard
from several Governors, including Gov-
ernor Locke from Washington State.
Mayors appeared before the Appropria-
tions Committee as did fire chiefs,
health department officials, and water
and sewer authorities.
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Senator BYRD and the Appropriations
Committee worked very hard to iden-
tify real needs for homeland security.
The Byrd homeland security amend-
ment is in large part the result of those
hearings and our continued efforts to
work with the true first responders.

Homeland security is an enormous
task. We all know this. It is going to be
enormously expensive. We all know
this. Sadly, the administration has not
requested adequate funding for home-
land security needs throughout our
country. The President refused to
spend homeland security money pre-
viously approved in a bipartisan fash-
ion by this Congress.

The bill before us today, at the Presi-
dent’s insistence, makes further cuts in
homeland security funding.

Homeland security is about our en-
tire country. However, I must tell you
that this issue is tremendously impor-
tant to Washington State. Already,
thanks to an alert Customs agent, we
arrested a terrorist suspect crossing
into Washington State with explosive
materials.

We are an international State with
vulnerabilities in our ports, our rail
and highway infrastructure, and our
international airports.

We are a trade State with an econ-
omy that is closely linked to the world.
We have significant military assets,
nuclear facilities, and many popular
tourist-gathering points. My State is
aggressively moving forward to protect
Washingtonians. We need a partner in
the President and the Federal Govern-
ment. Unfortunately, the underlying
bill does not address all of our home-
land security needs. Homeland security
should not be an unfunded mandate.

As a nation, we are working hard to
close the security gaps that still exist.
We know the transportation systems
are a frequent target of terrorist at-
tack. In fact, when you look at the
worldwide statistics, one-third of ter-
rorist attacks that take place around
the world target transportation sys-
tems, including aircraft, highways, rail
systems, subways, commercial ships,
and ferries.

As many have observed, our security
is only as strong as our weakest link.
This amendment offered by Senator
BYRD will help strengthen some of our
weakest links in port security, avia-
tion, and mass transit.

Let me start with port security. We
have a lot of work to do to protect our
Nation’s ports. As my colleagues will
recall, we passed the Maritime Trans-
portation Security Act 95 to 0. That act
puts new requirements on our ports.
However, effectively no funds have
been provided to our Nation’s port au-
thorities to implement those new re-
quirements, which will cost billions of
dollars.

The underlying bill that we are look-
ing at this evening, provides very little
money to enhance port security. So I
am really, pleased that the Byrd
amendment would dramatically in-
crease the security funds available to
our ports.
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I ask Senators to reflect for a mo-
ment on what a terrorist incident in
our Nation’s ports would mean to our
Nation’s economy.

Just look at what happened this past
fall, when West Coast dockworkers
were locked out of their jobs. It is esti-
mated that the lockout cost our econ-
omy $1 billion a day.

A terrorist attack on our ports—or
an attack carried out through our
cargo container system—would under-
mine our Nation’s confidence in the
hundreds of thousands of containers
that crisscross our country every sin-
gle day.

And beyond the human toll—an at-
tack on, or through, our ports would
have a dramatic economic impact and
could bring the flow of commerce to a
dead stop.

It is not enough just to pass an au-
thorization bill saying that we have
better secured our ports. We have to
actually provide the resources to make
our ports more secure.

The Byrd amendment boosts—by al-
most half a billion dollars—the amount
of grant money available to our public
port authorities. I commend the Sen-
ator for his vision and leadership on
this critical challenge.

Another way to secure our ports is
through Operation Safe Commerce, an
initiative that I started in last year’s
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions bill. This TSA initiative was
launched with the cooperation of the
Customs Service. For the first time, it
provides us a mechanism to track con-
tainers from their point of origin to
their point of destination. As a result,
we will have much better information
about where the container came from,
what is in it, and whether or not it re-
quires either x-ray or further inspec-
tion.

With the initial funding that we pro-
vided for this initiative—and the $30
million that is included in the under-
lying bill—we have had to limit these
grants to the three major container
ports in our country. Those three ports
take in roughly three-quarters of all
the containers entering the TUnited
States. With the additional funding
provided under Senator BYRD’S amend-
ment, we will be able to greatly expand
the number of ports that can partici-
pate in this important initiative.

Finally, as I talk about port security,
I want to talk about the new demands
being placed on our Coast Guard. For a
long time I have been very concerned
that these new homeland security re-
quirements mean the Coast Guard isn’t
getting adequate resources—or paying
adequate attention—to its traditional
missions, such as search and rescue,
fisheries enforcement, and marine en-
vironmental protection.

In order to get the Coast Guard the
kind of assets it needs to conduct port
security, Senator BYRD’S amendment
includes sufficient funds to boost the
Coast Guard’s inventory of coastal pa-
trol boats. These are the ideal platform
for the Coast Guard’s homeland secu-
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rity mission. Unfortunately the Coast
Guard has not been able to buy enough
of them, in part because of other major
contract obligations that are out-
standing.

We cannot continue to burden the
Coast Guard with additional missions
without providing them with the re-
sources and the tools they need to do
their job. I am pleased the Byrd amend-
ment provides these resources.

Another weak link this amendment
will address concerns mass transit. I
think we should all recognize that the
majority of fatalities resulting from
transportation terrorist incidents have
been in the area of mass transit, spe-
cifically from buses.

The challenge in securing our mass
transit systems is daunting. By their
very nature, transit systems are de-
signed to be open and accessible and to
accommodate many people in a very
short period of time. It is a real chal-
lenge, but we have to address it.

The amendment that Senator BYRD
has offered states that we are not going
to shrink away from this vulnerability.
It says we will better protect the mil-
lions of citizens who commute to their
jobs every day. The $300 million in-
cluded in this amendment will make a
serious downpayment and get our Na-
tion’s transit systems focused on mech-
anisms that will simultaneously pro-
tect their passengers without clogging
our transit systems.

I commend Senator BYRD for recog-
nizing this vulnerability and for ad-
dressing it.

Finally, I want to talk about avia-
tion security. I commend the Senator
for including an additional $250 million
for our Nation’s airports.

As my colleagues know, the Aviation
Transportation Security Act mandated
that we check all passengers’ checked
baggage for explosives. Just a few
weeks ago, the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration met that deadline.
But the truth is, there is a huge
amount of construction that needs to
be done to transition our Nation’s air-
ports from the interim explosive detec-
tion solutions to more permanent and
efficient systems to check all bags for
explosives.

From the very first day that this re-
quirement was put into law, the Trans-
portation Security Administration has
consistently refused to request ade-
quate funds to compensate the airports
for these costs. They have consistently
underestimated the true costs to im-
plement these massive retrofits in
order to leave our airports ‘‘holding
the bag” for these costs.

The amendment offered by Senator
BYRD provides an extra $200 million—
over and above the $2560 million in-
cluded in the underlying bill—to more
accurately reflect the real cost of this
initiative in fiscal year 2003.

We will be paying the cost to imple-
ment the Transportation Security Act
for many years to come. Our airports
do not have easy access to the kind of
resources that will be needed to make
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these very necessary investments. The
airlines—which the airports depend on
for rates and charges—are almost uni-
formly in serious financial difficulty.
Many airports have already extended
about as many bonds as they can cur-
rently afford to pay off. So this amend-
ment would provide very critical sup-
port.

I am proud of the progress this
amendment makes in adequately fund-
ing port security, mass transit, and
aviation security. I commend Chair-
man BYRD for this amendment, and I
urge all my colleagues to support it.

We cannot let the protection of the
American people be ignored because an
OMB director—a few blocks down the
road—has said that discretionary
spending will not exceed a certain arbi-
trary figure.

We have serious security needs in
this country, and this amendment will
help us meet them.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand we are now on the Byrd amend-
ment to the appropriations measure be-
fore us; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

First, I thank Senator BYRD for offer-
ing this important amendment which
provides much-needed funding for our
homeland security.

Secondly, I thank Senator BYRD for
including funding in his amendment to
help States implement the President’s
plan for inoculating our first respond-
ers against the smallpox virus. A
month ago, on December 13, President
Bush announced his policy for vacci-
nating U.S. citizens against smallpox.
He had a tough decision to make, and
I support that decision.

That same day, the Government
began inoculating 500,000 armed serv-
ices personnel and other Government
officials working overseas, people who
are most likely to encounter the small-
pox virus.

The second phase involves
inoculating on a voluntary basis first
responders and health care workers
across the United States against small-
pox. It is estimated that up to about 10
million Americans may fall into this
category. Senator SPECTER and I have
worked with the administration and
Senators BYRD and STEVENS since the
events of September 11 to provide suffi-
cient funds to produce the smallpox
vaccine necessary to inoculate every
American against smallpox if that be-
comes necessary. That money has been
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appropriated, and I understand the pro-
duction of vaccine is well underway
and that sufficient vaccine will be
available by the end of the year. That
was a good first step.

It is one thing to produce the vac-
cine, but the administration of the vac-
cine also costs money. That financial
burden will fall on our State and local
public health departments. Local pub-
lic health departments will absorb the
costs of the needles and personnel to
administer the vaccine. But then
again, personnel and equipment and
needles only represent a part of the
cost to local health departments. That
is because the smallpox vaccination is
a far more resource-intensive activity
than any other type of vaccination ac-
tivity.

For example, costs include special-
ized training for the vaccinators. You
cannot just have someone off the street
doing the vaccinating; they have to be
specially trained. And since we have
not administered the smallpox vaccine
for a number of years, people would
have to be trained. There would also
have to be prevaccination screening for
individuals to make sure you don’t
have something else that might inter-
fere with the vaccination. It will also
include postvaccination monitoring be-
cause it is estimated that 1,000 out of
every 1 million vaccinated will experi-
ence a serious adverse effect. Then you
add to those costs the cost of extra se-
curity for the vaccine.

I have received estimates from those
involved in public health that the cost
of administering the vaccine to State
and local health departments under the
President’s plan may be $85 a person,
or $850 million to inoculate 10 million
first responders and health care per-
sonnel.

The amendment before us—the Byrd
amendment—includes that $850 million
appropriated to HHS for distribution to
the States for this first 10 million first
responders’ vaccination.

When I first saw this figure of $85 a
person, I thought that was pretty ex-
pensive. I remember when I was a kid
and got my smallpox vaccination in
school. They lined you up, and the pub-
lic health nurse gave you your vaccina-
tion. I cannot believe it costs, in equiv-
alent dollars, $85 to get that vaccina-
tion. So I think we here on the Appro-
priations Committee and on the Over-
sight Committee and those at Health
and Human Services under Secretary
Thompson really need to look at this
and to make sure these estimates are
valid estimates.

Again, I know that, as I said, there
are other things we have to do, such as
prescreening and training of inocula-
tors; there has to be postvaccination
monitoring and safety. There are other
considerations that perhaps we didn’t
have maybe 50 years ago when I got my
smallpox vaccination.

I do think we are going to have to be
careful stewards of the public’s money
to make sure we are getting our mon-
ey’s worth and to make sure every
dime is accounted.
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Some may say we have already pro-
vided significant new funding to State
and local health departments since the
events of September 11, and that is
true. Senator SPECTER and I and the
Appropriations Committees have
worked hard to provide those funds,
and those funds were sorely needed be-
cause we had let our public health de-
partments stagnate over the years.

The money we provided over the last
couple of years was just to begin to re-
pair the benign neglect of our public
health system, to upgrade public
health monitoring, to increase the lab
capacity in our State labs to identify
possible bioterrorism agents, to im-
prove communications between CDC,
the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, health departments, and
other health providers. That was just a
few of the needed improvements that,
again, had been consigned to benign ne-
glect over the years.

I guess what I am saying is, we
should not put a stop to those improve-
ments by forcing our local public
health departments to use those funds
to administer the smallpox vaccine. We
are making strides in this country to
bring our public health resources back
up to where they should be. We should
not be robbing those resources to ad-
minister the smallpox vaccine.

Local health departments are con-
cerned that the financial burden of ad-
ministering the smallpox vaccine will
force them to make cuts in other areas.
For example, Dr. Floyd Novak, presi-
dent of the New York State Associa-
tion of County Health Officials and the
commissioner of health of the county
that includes Syracuse, said, according
to an article in the New York Times:

We have to transfer staff from other func-
tions to do this. It just cannot be absorbed as
business as usual. We need more resources.

Dr. Novak said his department would
conduct 221 fewer screening tests for
breast and cervical cancer and 835
fewer pediatric dental examinations,
among other lost services, in the 2
months when vaccinations are to be
performed. That is why the amendment
we have before us is so crucial.

The Byrd amendment we are consid-
ering includes funds not only for small-
pox vaccinations but also for other im-
portant homeland security needs, and
it means that Dr. Novak in New York
and other county health officials
throughout the United States will not
have to stop the important functions of
breast and cervical cancer screening,
pediatric dental examinations, and
other functions we sorely need, in
order to conduct the smallpox vaccina-
tions.

I urge my colleagues to support this
much-needed amendment. Of the $5 bil-
lion amendment that Senator BYRD has
proposed, $850 million will go to make
sure we have the needed resources to
inoculate the 10 million estimated first
responders—police, fire, emergency
personnel, guardsmen, and others who
will be our first responders in this
country. These resources would, in-
deed, ensure we can do that without
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robbing or stopping the other needed
services of our public health depart-
ments.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia, Mr. BYRD, presented a chart
showing the major elements of the $5
billion homeland security package.
Eventually, this homeland security
money, since it is money that people
involved in that area want, we will ad-
dress not only this year, in this 2003
bill, not only in the 2004 bill, but out
into 2005. This Homeland Security De-
partment has not even formed yet, as
we know. There are several compo-
nents in the existing Government that
will be transferred into homeland secu-
rity, and they have funding in this
amendment I have offered.

For instance, Senator BYRD wants to
add to this amendment I have offered
$1.4 billion for State and local assist-
ance to combat terrorism, but we al-
ready have spread throughout the 11
bills $2.2 billion to deal with the same
concepts. We have money for first re-
sponder radio equipment. We have
money for emergency planning and
training.

Last year, I supported this money
that Senator BYRD wants in his amend-
ment for this bill—in a series of bills,
as a matter of fact. The problem we
face now is, should we continue to op-
erate at the 2002 level until we can find
an agreement with the President as to
the amounts Senator BYRD wants to
add to the President’s request or
should we move forward through the
way we allocated money in the bill for
the various elements of homeland secu-
rity in the existing Departments? The
money we put in the existing Depart-
ments will be transferred to Homeland
Security as that Department is formed.

Senator BYRD wants to put up an ad-
ditional $1.8 billion for border security.
Again, in the period ahead we will
spend money like that, but in these
bills already is a total of $4.3 billion,
and we are looking at a period of less
than 8 months to spend that money.

I have presented the amendment that
is before the Senate now because we
want to find a way to work with the
President to close the books on the 2003
appropriations. We cannot do that if we
continue to battle with the administra-
tion and try to give them money be-
yond what they believe is necessary.

At the time we were looking at this
last year, we thought the Homeland
Security Department would have been
created before September 30 of last
year. We wanted to put up money so it
would be there for the Homeland Secu-
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rity Department to be transferred to
start spending in October. This money
would be started to be spent in late
February or March.

I am trying to make a point. Take
airport security; Senator BYRD wants
an additional $720 million. We have al-
ready appropriated substantial monies
that are in the supplemental from last
year for airport security. We have tried
to fund the needs of the Transportation
Security Administration. We already
have an additional $374 million in these
separate portions of the amendment I
have offered.

I am trying to emphasize the fact
that we do not need to give this De-
partment of Homeland Security more
money beyond what has been asked.

On nuclear and energy security, I do
not disagree with the statements that
have been made about the needs for ad-
ditional money. In this amendment I
have offered is $1.650 billion for that
function. Senator BYRD wants to add
another $296 million. I understand he is
trying to fully fund the estimated
needs of homeland security for the fu-
ture, which is a laudable goal, but we
are trying to stay within some sort of
budget constraint.

As I said, let’s finish the job of get-
ting the books closed on how much the
agencies have to spend in the remain-
der of fiscal year 2003.

On Federal law enforcement with the
FBI, Senator BYRD wants to add $212
million to the $1.2 billion already in
the bill. I am urging the Senate to lis-
ten in terms of the concepts we have
worked out. Stop this battle with the
President over how much is needed for
the agency that has not even been es-
tablished yet. The various components
of that agency, the Homeland Security
Department, will have enough money
coming into this new Department to
fully fund whatever they can do by the
time they get organized as a Depart-
ment.

I urge the Senate to oppose the
amendment offered by the Senator
from West Virginia—mot because he is
not right at estimating the future
needs of homeland security—because
we believe we are right in saying, let’s
fund now the money that can be spent
before the end of this fiscal year, be
spent before September 30. I am con-
fident we have sufficient moneys in
this amendment that we have offered
in the 11 separate sections which would
normally be separate appropriations
bills, enough money to deal with the
problems of homeland security.

Beyond that, I remind the Senate the
President still has some money left
from the $20 billion we gave him after
9/11. If there are any defects here, he
has more than $5 billion in that ac-
count and can allocate it if it is nec-
essary to establish Homeland Security
so long as it is working toward estab-
lishing the facilities and entities we
need to prevent further repetition of
the catastrophe of September 11.

I hope the Senate will listen. To
adopt the Byrd amendment will be to
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prolong the conference. If it was in a
bill that would go to the President, he
would veto it. Then where are we?
Maybe I am too pragmatic about this,
but it is time to get this job done. The
amendment I have offered will get the
job done. There will still be some dif-
ferences with the House. As a matter of
fact, there will still be some differences
with the administration because we
have increased some items that they do
not want to see increased and we have
decreased some they do not want de-
creased. But overall, we are within the
total limit and parameters of the re-
quests of the President.

I hope tomorrow the Senate will be
looking at this. There will be further
debate tomorrow morning. The leader
will, of course, state what the proce-
dure will be. We expect a vote some-
time around noon or soon thereafter on
the Byrd amendment. I am hopeful
that the Senate will work with us to
try and understand my job now is to
get this amendment to conference.

As I told the Senate Members, the
House has not passed any of these bills.
It passed some of them last year. We
did not act on them. We passed some
last year and they did not act on them.
We are trying to restart the 2003 con-
ference and there will be an overall
conference on all 11 bills at one time if
the Senate will give us the support to
pass this bill and take it to conference.

There will be individual differences
as far as amendments are concerned.
As a matter of fact, there are some
things in this amendment I personally
would change, but they have been
brought here by the work of the sub-
committee chairmen and ranking
Members of the individual areas cov-
ered by these bills. I think it is the
best course to follow, to take this
amendment to conference, to go to the
House and say, let’s get these 11 bills
finished so the agencies will know for
certain the money they have. Even the
homeland security bill was not passed
when we originally contemplated pass-
ing the appropriations to fund it.

I am confident we have done the best
we can under the circumstance. Again,
I do not criticize Senator BYRD. Even-
tually, we will spend more than $5 bil-
lion in addition to what we have in the
amendment before the Senate. How-
ever, we do not need it now. I sat
through all the hearings that have
been mentioned, that Senator BYRD
had on the needs for homeland security
across the Nation. I remember going to
small towns in my State when the
mayor told me they needed a new fire
truck. They needed a new fire truck?
They have never had a fire truck.
There is not anyone in the country
that does not want some of this home-
land security money. The question is,
what is needed now to go on with the
job and protect the country. I believe
our amendment does it.

I send to the desk a statement pre-
pared by the individual subcommittees
that goes along with 11 components of
this bill. Had we had the meetings of
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the separate subcommittees and re-
ported separate bills, we would have
prepared 11 reports. Instead, I am sub-
mitting for the RECORD to be printed
the overview and summary of each of
the components so there will be no
question in the future of what is in-
tended by the provisions of the amend-
ment I have offered if it is enacted. I
ask unanimous consent it be printed in
the RECORD.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT,
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION,
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS BILL, 2003

JANUARY , 2003.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. COCHRAN, from the Committee on
Appropriations, submitted the following

REPORT
[To accompany S. 0000]

The Committee on Appropriations reports
the bill (S. 0000) making appropriations for
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2003, and for other purposes, re-
ports favorably thereon and recommends
that the bill do pass.
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Total obligational authority, fiscal year 2003

Amount of bill as reported
to the Senate .......c.......... $
Amount of 2002 appropria-
tions acts to date
Amount of estimates, 2003
The bill as recommended
to the Senate:
Over the appropriations
provided in 2002
Over the estimates for
2003

73,078,443,000
73,530,625,000

BREAKDOWN BY TITLE

The amounts of obligational authority for
each of the six titles are shown in the fol-
lowing table. A detailed tabulation, showing
comparisons, appears at the end of this re-
port. Recommendations for individual appro-
priation items, projects and activities are
carried in this report under the appropriate
item headings.

2003 Committee

2002 recommendation

Title I: Agricultural programs $29,252,688,000 $25,521,466,000
Title Il: Conservation programs 1,056,139,000 1,036,864,000
Title Ill: Rural ic and ity devel t programs 2,569,924,000 2,739,526,000
Title IV: Domestic food programs 37,945,627,000 41,926,581,000
Title V: Foreign assistance and related programs 1,124,518,000 1,463,645,000
Title VI: Related agencies 1,456,651,000 1,488,490,000
Title VII: General provisions — 327,104,000 24,496,000

Total, new budget (obligational) authority 73,078,443,000 74,201,068,000

LIncludes emergency supplemental appropriations.

OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY OF THE BILL

The Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen-
cies appropriations bill provides funding for
a wide array of Federal programs, mostly in
the U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA].
These programs include agricultural re-
search, education, and extension activities;
natural resources conservation programs;
farm income and support programs; mar-
keting and inspection activities; domestic
food assistance programs; rural economic
and community development activities, and
telecommunications and electrification as-
sistance; and various export and inter-
national activities of the USDA.

The bill also provides funding for the Food
and Drug Administration [FDA] and the
Commodity Futures Trading Commission
[CFTC], and allows the use of collected fees
for administrative expenses of the Farm
Credit Administration [FCA].

Given the budgetary constraints that the
Committee faces, the bill as reported pro-
vides the proper amount of emphasis on agri-
cultural and rural development programs
and on other programs and activities funded
by the bill. It is within the subcommittee’s
allocation for fiscal year 2003.

All accounts in the bill have been closely
examined to ensure that an appropriate level
of funding is provided to carry out the pro-
grams of USDA, FDA, CFTC, and FCA. De-
tails on each of the accounts, the funding
level, and the Committee’s justifications be-
hind the funding levels are included in the
report.

The Committee has encouraged the consid-
eration of grant and loan applications from
various entities. The Committee expects the
Department only to approve those applica-
tions judged meritorious when subjected to
the established review process.

GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS

AcT

Public Law 103-62, the Government Per-
formance and Results Act [GPRA] of 1993, re-
quires Federal agencies to develop succinct
and precise strategic plans and annual per-
formance plans that focus on results of fund-
ing decisions made by the Congress. Rather
than simply providing details of activity lev-

els, agencies will set outcome goals based on
program activities and establish perform-
ance measures for use in management and
budgeting. In an era of restricted and declin-
ing resources, it is paramount that agencies
focus on the difference they make in citi-
zens’ lives.

The Committee supports the concepts of
this law and intends to use the agencies’
plans for funding purposes. The Committee
considers GPRA to be a viable way to reduce
Federal spending while achieving a more ef-
ficient and effective Government and will
closely monitor compliance with this law.
The Committee is fully committed to the
success and outcome of GPRA requirements
as envisioned by the Congress, the adminis-
tration, and this Committee.

ACCRUAL FUNDING OF RETIREMENT COSTS AND
POST-RETIREMENT HEALTH BENEFITS

The President’s Budget includes a legisla-
tive proposal under the jurisdiction of the
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs
to charge to individual agencies, starting in
fiscal year 2003, the fully accrued costs re-
lated to retirement benefits of Civil Service
Retirement System employees and retiree
health benefits for all civilian employees.
The Budget also requests an additional dol-
lar amount in each affected discretionary ac-
count to cover these accrued costs.

The authorizing committee has not acted
on this legislation, therefore the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee has reduced the dol-
lar amounts of the President’s request shown
in the ‘‘Comparative Statement of New
Budget Authority Request and Amounts
Recommended in the Bill,” as well as in
other tables in this report, to exclude the ac-
crual funding proposal.

The Committee further notes that admin-
istration proposals requiring legislative ac-
tion by the authorizing committees of Con-
gress are customarily submitted in the budg-
et as separate schedules apart from the reg-
ular appropriations requests. Should such a
proposal be enacted, a budget amendment
formally modifying the President’s appro-
priation request for discretionary funding is
subsequently transmitted to the Congress.

The Senate Appropriations Committee
joins with the House Appropriations Com-
mittee in raising concern that this practice,

which has always worked effectively for both
Congress and past administrations, was not
followed for the accrual funding proposal. In
this case, the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) decided to include accrual
amounts in the original discretionary appro-
priations language request. These amounts
are based on legislation that has yet to be
considered and approved by the appropriate
committees of Congress. This led to numer-
ous misunderstandings both inside and out-
side of Congress of what was the ‘‘true”
President’s budget request. The Committee
believes that, in the future, OMB should fol-
low long-established procedures with respect
to discretionary spending proposals that re-
quire legislative action.

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES COMPENSATION ACT
(FECA)

The President’s budget includes a legisla-
tive proposal to allow the Department of
Labor (DOL) to charge agencies for adminis-
trative costs related to FECA benefits paid
to employees. Currently, although DOL bills
agencies for FECA benefits; it does not bill
agencies for the costs of administering these
benefits.

The President’s budget includes the admin-
istrative costs in each agency’s budget, as
opposed to the DOL budget, where the funds
have previously been appropriated. The Com-
mittee’s recommendation, however, assumes
that this proposal will not be enacted into
law, and excludes these administrative costs.

RENTAL PAYMENTS TO GSA

In recent years, funding for General Serv-
ices Administration (GSA) rental payments
has been appropriated to the USDA Agri-
culture Buildings and Facilities and Rental
Payments account. The budget request pro-
poses decentralizing these expenses and ap-
propriating the proper amounts to each sepa-
rate agency and activity. The Committee
does not support this request, and provides
funding for rental payments in the same ac-
count as previous years. The Committee ex-
pects each agency to properly manage its
rental space needs to ensure the most effi-
cient use of limited Federal resources.
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TITLE I—AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS
PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Appropriations, 20021 ......... $2,992,000
Budget estimate, 20032 ...... 36,667,000
Committee recommenda-

tion 3,412,000

1Excludes $80,919,000 in emergency supplemental
appropriations provided by Public Law 107-117.

2Excludes $74,000 requested for employee pension
and health benefits.

The Secretary of Agriculture, assisted by
the Deputy Secretary, Under Secretaries and
Assistant Secretaries, Chief Information Of-
ficer, Chief Financial Officer, and members
of their immediate staffs, directs and coordi-
nates the work of the Department. This in-
cludes developing policy, maintaining rela-
tionships with agricultural organizations
and others in the development of farm pro-
grams, and maintaining liaison with the Ex-
ecutive Office of the President and Members
of Congress on all matters pertaining to ag-
ricultural policy.

The general authority of the Secretary to
supervise and control the work of the De-
partment is contained in the Organic Act (7
U.S.C. 2201-2202). The delegation of regu-
latory functions to Department employees
and authorization of appropriations to carry
out these functions is contained in 7 U.S.C.
450c-450g.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For the Office of the Secretary, the Com-
mittee recommends an appropriation of
$3,412,000. This amount is $420,000 more than
the 2002 appropriation and $33,255,000 less
than the budget request.

This amount does not include $28,250,000, as
requested in the President’s budget, for secu-
rity improvements, as these funds were pro-
vided in the fiscal year 2002 emergency sup-
plemental appropriations bill. This amount
also does not include an increase of $5,000,000
for Service Center Agencies streamlining, or
$5,000 for FECA administrative charges, as
proposed in the budget.

Environmentally preferable products.—The
Secretary shall work with the General Serv-
ices Administration, the Department of De-
fense, the Environmental Protection Agency,
and other appropriate agencies to maximize
the purchases of environmentally preferable
products, as defined by Executive Order 13101
on Federal Acquisition, Recycling and Waste
Prevention. Such products are not only use-
ful in improving the environment, but they
can, when the product contains a substantial
amount of agri-based content, also open con-
siderable markets for farmers.

The Department should actively partici-
pate in joint task forces and other multi-
agency entities in this area. It should ac-
tively work to properly define standards for
agri-based content of products and work to-
wards the development of such environ-
mentally preferable products.

Drought mitigation.—The Committee is con-
cerned by the lack of a coherent national
policy to combat drought. When drought
strikes, it is a very serious disaster bringing
economic and personal hardships to large
sections of the nation. Current conditions in
the Pacific Northwest, as one example, have
resulted in water supplies for agriculture
falling to within only 20 to 30 percent of nor-
mal supply. The report of the National
Drought Commission, “Preparing for
Drought in the 21st Century’’, recommends
that Congress pass a National Drought Pre-
paredness Act. Such an act would establish a
Federal/non-Federal partnership through a
National Drought Council responsible for im-
plementing a national drought policy. The
Committee expects the Secretary to carry
out the recommendations of the National
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Drought Commission and coordinate USDA
mission areas to provide a response to
drought-stricken areas in as prompt and
meaningful a way as possible.

Administrative convergence.—The Secretary
is expected to seek the Committee’s approval
before implementing a merger or reduction
of any administrative or information tech-
nology functions relating to the Farm Serv-
ice Agency, Natural Resources Conservation
Service, USDA Rural Development, or any
other agency of the Department.

Lower Mississippi River Delta.—The Com-
mittee remains supportive of actions by the
Department to improve economic and social
conditions in the Lower Mississippi River
Delta. The Committee encourages the Sec-
retary to give consideration to utilizing lo-
cations in the Delta for Department-wide
functions, such as training sessions, for
USDA personnel and other activities, where
practicable, in order to help bring added eco-
nomic stimulus to the region. The Com-
mittee is aware that property in Helena, Ar-
kansas, may be available through a gift to
the Department for such purposes. The Com-
mittee requests the Secretary to investigate
this opportunity and to provide a report to
the Committee on this subject by March 1,
2003.

Federal procurement of biobased products.—
The Secretary, after consultation with the
Administrator, the Administrator of General
Services, and Secretary of Commerce (acting
through the Director of the National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology) shall pre-
pare and from time to time revise guidelines
for the use of procuring agencies in com-
plying with the requirements of Public Law
107-171, section 9002. The Secretary shall also
work to carry out all other requirements of
section 9002.

Ground and surface water conservation pro-
gram.—The Committee is concerned that the
Secretary may restrict access to funding
under the ground and surface water con-
servation program authorized in the Farm
Security and Rural Investment Act to pro-
ducers in one region of the country. The
Committee directs the Secretary to provide
access to funds under this program to all eli-
gible producers, and in determining alloca-
tions for fiscal year 2003, to give priority to
eligible producers who did not benefit from
fiscal year 2002 funds.

EXECUTIVE OPERATIONS

Executive operations were established as a
result of the reorganization of the Depart-
ment to provide a support team for USDA
policy officials and selected Departmentwide
services. Activities under the executive oper-
ations include the Office of the Chief Econo-
mist, the National Appeals Division, and the
Office of Budget and Program Analysis.

CHIEF ECONOMIST

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $7,704,000
Budget estimate, 20031 ...... 12,117,000
Committee recommenda-

BloN i 12,016,000

1Excludes $391,000 requested for employee pension
and health benefits.

The Office of the Chief Economist advises
the Secretary of Agriculture on the eco-
nomic implications of Department policies
and programs. The Office serves as the single
focal point for the Nation’s economic intel-
ligence and analysis, risk assessment, energy
and new uses, and cost-benefit analysis re-
lated to domestic and international food and
agriculture issues, and is responsible for co-
ordination and review of all commodity and
aggregate agricultural and food-related data
used to develop outlook and situation mate-
rial within the Department.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For the Office of the Chief Economist, the

Committee recommends $12,016,000. This
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amount is $4,312,000 more than the 2002 ap-
propriation and $101,000 less than the budget
request.

This amount does not include an increase
of $101,000 for rental payments to GSA, as re-
quested in the budget.

NATIONAL APPEALS DIVISION

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $12,869,000
Budget estimate, 20031 ...... 14,334,000
Committee recommenda-

tion oovvii 13,759,000

1Excludes $928,000 requested for employee pension
and health benefits.

The National Appeals Division conducts
administrative hearings and reviews of ad-
verse program decisions made by the rural
development mission area, the Farm Service
Agency, the Risk Management Agency, and
the Natural Resources Conservation Service.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For the National Appeals Division, the
Committee recommends $13,759,000. This
amount is $890,000 more than the 2002 appro-
priation and $575,000 less than the budget re-
quest.

This amount does not include an increase
of $5675,000 for rental payments to GSA, as re-
quested in the budget.

OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $7,041,000
Budget estimate, 20031 ...... 7,358,000
Committee recommenda-

172 (o) s B PTN 7,358,000

1Excludes $530,000 requested for employee pension
and health benefits.

The Office of Budget and Program Analysis
provides direction and administration of the
Department’s budgetary functions including
development, presentation, and execution of
the budget; reviews program and legislative
proposals for program, budget, and related
implications; analyzes program and resource
issues and alternatives, and prepares sum-
maries of pertinent data to aid the Secretary
and departmental policy officials and agency
program managers in the decisionmaking
process; and provides departmentwide co-
ordination for and participation in the pres-
entation of budget-related matters to the
committees of the Congress, the media, and
interested public. The Office also provides
departmentwide coordination of the prepara-
tion and processing of regulations and legis-
lative programs and reports. This amount in-
cludes on increase of $269,000 for pay parity
costs and benefits.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For the Office of Budget and Program
Analysis, the Committee recommends
$7,358,000. This amount is $317,000 more than
the 2002 appropriation and the same as the
budget request.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $10,029,000
Budget estimate, 20031 ...... 31,277,000
Committee recommenda-

173 (o) s BN 31,275,000

1Excludes $455,000 requested for employee pension
and health benefits.

The Office of the Chief Information Officer
was established in August 1996, pursuant to
the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996, which required
the establishment of a Chief Information Of-
ficer for major Federal agencies. This office
provides policy guidance, leadership, coordi-
nation, and direction to the Department’s in-
formation management and information
technology investment activities in support
of USDA program delivery. The Office pro-
vides long-range planning guidance, imple-
ments measures to ensure that technology
investments are economical and effective,
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coordinates interagency information re-
sources management projects, and imple-
ments standards to promote information ex-
change and technical interoperability. In ad-
dition, the Office of the Chief Information
Officer is responsible for certain activities fi-
nanced under the Department’s working cap-
ital fund (7 U.S.C. 2235). The Office also pro-
vides telecommunication and automated
data processing [ADP] services to USDA
agencies through the National Information
Technology Center with locations in Fort
Collins, CO, and Kansas City, MO. Direct
ADP operational services are also provided
to the Office of the General Counsel, Office
of Communications, the Office of the Chief
Financial Officer, and Executive Operations.
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee recommends $31,275,000 for
the Office of the Chief Information Officer.
This amount is $21,246,000 more than the 2002
appropriation and $2,000 less than the budget
request.

This amount does not include an increase
of $2,000 for FECA administrative charges, as
requested in the budget.

COMMON COMPUTING ENVIRONMENT

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $59,369,000
Budget estimate, 2003 ........ 133,155,000
Committee recommenda-

tion .oovviiii 133,155,000

The Department of Agriculture Reorga-
nization Act of 1994 requires the Secretary of
Agriculture to procure and use computer
systems in a manner that enhances effi-
ciency, productivity, and client services, and
that promotes computer information sharing
among agencies of the Department. The
Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 requires USDA to
maximize the value of information tech-
nology acquisitions to improve the efficiency
and effectiveness of USDA programs. Since
its beginning in 1996, the USDA Service Cen-
ter Modernization initiative has been work-
ing to restructure county field offices, mod-
ernize and integrate business approaches and
replace the current, aging information sys-
tems with a modern Common Computing En-
vironment that optimizes information shar-
ing, customer service, and staff efficiencies.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee recommends $133,155,000 for
the Common Computing Environment. This
is $73,786,000 more than the 2002 appropria-
tion and the same as the budget request.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $5,384,000
Budget estimate, 20031 ...... 7,918,000
Committee recommenda-

172 (o) s B PN 7,877,000

1Excludes $481,000 requested for employee pension
and health benefits.

Under the Chief Financial Officers Act of
1990, the Chief Financial Officer is respon-
sible for the continued direction and over-
sight of the Department’s financial manage-
ment operations and systems. The Office is
also responsible for the management and op-
eration of the National Finance Center. In
addition, the Office provides budget, ac-
counting, and fiscal services to the Office of
the Secretary, departmental staff offices, Of-
fice of the Chief Information Officer, Office
of Communications, and executive oper-
ations.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For the Office of the Chief Financial Offi-
cer, the Committee recommends $7,877,000.
This amount is $2,493,000 more than the 2002
appropriation and $41,000 less than the budg-
et request.

This amount does not include an increase
of $41,000 for FECA administrative charges,
as requested in the budget.
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The Committee recognizes the broad range
of activities carried out by the National Fi-
nance Center (NFC), and the importance of
these activities to both the Department of
Agriculture and the other customers it
serves. In responding to a directive of this
Committee, the Secretary provided a report
on the Department’s plans for continuing op-
eration of the NFC. While that report in-
cluded general objectives of enhanced per-
formance and improved effectiveness, few de-
tails were included in regard to immediate
plans regarding the NFC location or infra-
structure. The report concluded that while
the Department had every intention of con-
tinuing those NFC activities relating to its
controllership function, intermediate or
long-term plans focusing on other issues
would be best addressed within the context
of integrated Federal initiatives rather than
by USDA unilaterally. The Committee is
aware that the physical plant in which the
NFC is located needs improvements, and cer-
tain cyber-security issues, such as ‘“‘mir-
roring” backup systems, require immediate
attention. The Committee expects the Chief
Financial Officer to complete a review of
NFC needs in regard to physical location and
cyber security and to include in future budg-
et requests those items necessary and proper
to maintain the NFC in a safe and secure set-
ting.

WORKING CAPITAL FUND
Appropriations, 2002

Budget estimate, 2003 ........ $21,000,000
Committee recommenda-
BIOM i

The Working Capital Fund was established
in the 1944 Appropriations Act. It was cre-
ated for certain central services in the De-
partment of Agriculture, including dupli-
cating and other visual information services,
art and graphics, video services, supply, cen-
tralized accounting system, centralized
automated data processing system for pay-
roll, personnel, and related services, voucher
payments services, and ADP systems. The
National Finance Center’s expenses are also
funded through this fund.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee does not provide an appro-
priation to the Working Capital Fund, as re-
quested in the budget. This is the same as
the 2002 level and $21,000,000 less than the
budget request.

The Committee is aware that approxi-
mately $21,700,000 of fiscal year 2002 unobli-
gated balances have been transferred to the
Working Capital Fund and will be available
for fiscal year 2003 to meet the needs for
which an appropriation was requested.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

C1vIL RIGHTS
Appropriations, 2002
Budget Estimate, 2003
Committee recommenda-
Blon oo
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee recommends $400,000 to es-
tablish the Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Civil Rights. This amount is $400,000
more than the 2002 level and the budget re-
quest.

The Committee believes that additional
policy level oversight provided through this
new Assistant Secretary will be beneficial in
addressing these concerns and in estab-
lishing policies to improve civil rights per-
formance at the Department.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

ADMINISTRATION

$400,000

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $647,000
Budget estimate, 20031 ...... 780,000
Committee recommenda-

Blon i 780,000

1Excludes $17,000 requesed for employee pension
and health benefits.
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The Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Administration directs and coordinates the
work of the departmental staff in carrying
out the laws enacted by the Congress relat-
ing to real and personal property manage-
ment, personnel management, equal oppor-
tunity and civil rights programs, ethics, and
other general administrative functions. In
addition, the Office of the Assistant Sec-
retary for Administration is responsible for
certain activities financed under the Depart-
ment’s working capital fund (7 U.S.C. 2235).

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For the Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Administration, the Committee rec-
ommends $780,000. This amount is $133,000
more than the 2002 level and the same as the
budget request.

AGRICULTURE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES AND
RENTAL PAYMENTS

Appropriations, 2002 $187,647,000

Budget estimate, 20031 ...... 70,499,000
Committee recommenda-
1730 s BRI 197,662,000

1Excludes $493,000 requested for employee pension
and health benefits, and includes no funding for
rental payments.

Rental payments.—Annual appropriations
are made to finance the appropriated portion
of the payments to the General Services Ad-
ministration [GSA] for rental of space and
for related services to all USDA agencies, ex-
cept the Forest Service, which is funded by
another appropriations bill.

The requirement that GSA charge com-
mercial rent rates to agencies occupying
GSA-controlled space was established by the
Public Buildings Amendments of 1972. The
methods used to establish commercial rent
rates in GSA space follow commercial real
estate appraisal practices. Appeal and rate
review procedures are in place to assure that
agencies have an opportunity to contest
rates they feel are incorrect.

Building operations and maintenance.—On
October 1, 1984, the General Services Admin-
istration [GSA] delegated the operations and
maintenance function for the buildings in
the D.C. complex to the Department. This
activity provides departmental staff and sup-
port services to operate, maintain, and re-
pair the buildings in the D.C. complex. GSA
expanded the delegation to include two addi-
tional buildings on October 1, 1986. One
building is the Government-owned ware-
house for forms in Lanham, MD, and the
other is a leased warehouse for the excess
property operation located at 49 L Street
SW, Washington, DC. GSA retains responsi-
bility for major nonrecurring repairs. In fis-
cal year 1999, USDA began operations and
maintenance of the Beltsville office facility.

Strategic space plan.—The Department’s
headquarters staff is presently housed in a
four-building Government-owned complex in
downtown Washington, DC, and in leased
buildings in the Metropolitan Washington,
DC, area. In 1995, USDA initiated a plan to
improve the delivery of USDA programs to
the American people, including streamlining
the USDA organization. A high-priority goal
in the Secretary’s plan is to improve the op-
eration and effectiveness of the USDA head-
quarters in Washington, DC. To implement
this goal, a strategy for efficient realloca-
tion of space to house the restructured head-
quarters agencies in modern and safe facili-
ties has been proposed. This USDA strategic
space plan will correct serious problems
USDA has faced in its facility program, in-
cluding the inefficiencies of operating out of
scattered leased facilities and serious safety
hazards which exist in the Agriculture South
Building.

During fiscal year 1998, the Beltsville Of-
fice Facility was completed. This facility
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was constructed with funds appropriated to
the Department and is located on Govern-
ment-owned land in Beltsville, Maryland. In
fiscal year 1999, USDA began operations at
the Beltsville Office Facility.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For U.S. Department of Agriculture build-
ings and facilities and payments for the rent-
al of space and related services, the Com-
mittee recommends $197,662,000. This amount
is $10,015,000 more than the 2002 appropria-
tion and $127,163,000 more than the budget re-
quest. The Committee does not concur with
the President’s proposal to fund rental pay-
ments in the accounts of USDA agencies oc-
cupying GSA controlled space and provides
$130,266,000 in this account for rental pay-
ments.

The following table reflects the Commit-
tee’s specific recommendations for this ac-
count as compared to the fiscal year 2002 and
budget request levels:

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee
2002 estimate 2003 budget recommenda-
request ti
ion

Rental Payments .......... 130,266 ..o 130,266
Building Operations ..... 31,438 36,522 33,419
Strategic Space Plan ... 25,943 33,977 33,977
Total e 187,647 70,499 197,662

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $15,665,000
Budget estimate, 20031 ...... 15,685,000
Committee recommenda-

tion e 15,685,000

1Excludes $59,000 requested for employee pension
and health benefits.

Under the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
and the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act, the Department has the responsibility
to meet the same standards regarding the
storage and disposition of hazardous mate-
rials as private businesses. The Department
is required to contain, clean up, monitor,
and inspect for hazardous materials in areas
under the Department’s jurisdiction.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee recommends $15,685,000 for
hazardous materials management. This
amount is $20,000 more than the 2002 appro-
priation and the same as the budget request.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $37,079,000
Budget estimate, 20031 46,398,000
Committee recommenda-

tion oo 42,479,000

1Excludes $2,144,000 requested for employee pen-
sion and health benefits.

Departmental administration is comprised
of activities that provide staff support to top
policy officials and overall direction and co-
ordination of administrative functions of the
Department. These activities include depart-
mentwide programs for human resource
management, management improvement, oc-
cupational safety and health management,
real and personal property management, pro-
curement, contracting, motor vehicle and
aircraft management, supply management,
civil rights and equal opportunity, participa-
tion of small and disadvantaged businesses
and socially disadvantaged farmers and
ranchers in the Department’s program ac-
tivities, emergency preparedness, small and
disadvantaged business utilization, and the
regulatory hearing and administrative pro-
ceedings conducted by the Administrative
Law Judges and Judicial Officer. Depart-
mental Administration also provides admin-
istrative support to the Board of Contract
Appeals. Established as an independent enti-
ty within the Department, the Board adju-
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dicates contract claims by and against the
Department, and is funded as a reimbursable
activity.

Departmental administration is also re-
sponsible for representing USDA in the de-
velopment of Governmentwide policies and
initiatives; and analyzing the impact of Gov-
ernmentwide trends and developing appro-
priate USDA principles, policies, and stand-
ards. In addition, departmental administra-
tion engages in strategic planning and evalu-
ates programs to ensure USDA-wide compli-
ance with applicable laws, rules, and regula-
tions pertaining to administrative matters
for the Secretary and general officers of the
Department.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For Departmental Administration, the
Committee recommends an appropriation of
$42,479,000. This amount is $5,400,000 more
than the fiscal year 2002 appropriation and
$3,919,000 less than the budget request.

This amount does not include an increase
of $3,898,000 for rental payments to GSA, or
$21,000 for FECA administrative charges, as
requested in the budget.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $3,718,000
Budget estimate, 20031 ...... 4,157,000
Committee recommenda-

BION i 4,157,000

1Excludes $65,000 requested for employee pension
and health benefits.

The Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Congressional Relations maintains a liaison
with the Congress and White House on legis-
lative matters. It also provides for overall
direction and coordination in the develop-
ment and implementation of policies and
procedures applicable to the Department’s
intra- and inter-governmental relations.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For the Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Congressional Relations, the Committee
recommends an appropriation of $4,157,000.
This amount is $439,000 more than the 2002
level and the same as the budget request.

The Committee allows these funds to be
transferred to support congressional rela-
tions’ activities at the agency level. Within
30 days from the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall notify the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations on the alloca-
tion of these funds by USDA agency, along
with an explanation for the agency-by-agen-
cy distribution of the funds.

OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $8,894,000
Budget estimate, 20031 ...... 9,637,000
Committee recommenda-

BION i 9,637,000

1Excludes $516,000 requested for employee pension
and health benefits.

The Office of Communications provides di-
rection, leadership, and coordination in the
development and delivery of useful informa-
tion through all media to the public on
USDA programs. The Office serves as the li-
aison between the Department and the many
associations and organizations representing
America’s food, fiber, and environmental in-
terests.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For the Office of Communications, the
Committee recommends an appropriation of
$9,637,000. This amount is $743,000 more than
the 2002 appropriation and the same as the
budget request.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $70,839,000
Budget estimate, 20031 ...... 82,231,000
Committee recommenda-

Blon i 78,127,000

1Excludes $4,878,999 requested for employee pen-
sion and health benefits.
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The Office of the Inspector General was es-
tablished October 12, 1978, by the Inspector
General Act of 1978. This act expanded and
provided specific authorities for the activi-
ties of the Office of Inspector General which
had previously been carried out under the
general authorities of the Secretary of Agri-
culture.

The Office is administered by an inspector
general who reports directly to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture. Functions and respon-
sibilities of this Office include direction and
control of audit and investigative activities
within the Department, formulation of audit
and investigative policies and procedures re-
garding Department programs and oper-
ations, and analysis and coordination of pro-
gram-related audit and investigation activi-
ties performed by other Department agen-
cies.

The activities of this Office are designed to
assure compliance with existing laws, poli-
cies, regulations, and programs of the De-
partment’s agencies, and to provide appro-
priate officials with the means for prompt
corrective action where deviations have oc-
curred. The scope of audit and investigative
activities is large and includes administra-
tive, program, and criminal matters. These
activities are coordinated, when appropriate,
with various audit and investigative agen-
cies of the executive and legislative branches
of the Government.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For the Office of Inspector General, the
Committee recommends an appropriation of
$78,127,000. This is $7,288,000 more than the
2002 appropriation and $4,104,000 less than the
budget request. This amount does not pro-
vide an increase of $4,034,000 for rental pay-
ments to GSA, or $70,000 for FECA adminis-
trative charges, as requested in the budget.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $32,627,000
Budget estimate, 20031 ...... 37,287,000
Committee recommenda-

Bion oo 35,588,000

1Excludes $2,554,000 requested for employee pen-
sion and health benefits.

The Office of the General Counsel, origi-
nally known as the Office of the Solicitor,
was established in 1910 as the law office of
the Department of Agriculture and performs
all of the legal work arising from the activi-
ties of the Department. The General Counsel
represents the Department in administrative
proceedings for the promulgation of rules
and regulations having the force and effect
of law and in quasi-judicial hearings held in
connection with the administration of var-
ious programs and acts. The office also
serves as general counsel for the Commodity
Credit Corporation and the Federal Crop In-
surance Corporation and reviews criminal
cases arising under the programs of the De-
partment for referral to the Department of
Justice.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For the Office of the General Counsel, the
Committee recommends an appropriation of
$35,5688,000. This amount is $2,961,000 more
than the 2002 appropriation and $1,699,000 less
than the budget request.

This amount does not include an increase
of $1,693,000 for rental payments to GSA, or
$6,000 for FECA administrative charges, as
requested in the budget.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR
RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND ECONOMICS

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $573,000
Budget estimate, 20031 ...... 780,000
Committee recommenda-

tion .oovviiii 780,000

1Excludes $17,000 requested for employee pension
and health benefits.
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The Office of the Under Secretary for Re-
search, Education, and Economics provides
direction and coordination in carrying out
the laws enacted by the Congress for food
and agricultural research, education, exten-
sion, and economic and statistical informa-
tion. The Office has oversight and manage-
ment responsibilities for the Agricultural
Research Service; Cooperative State Re-
search, Education, and Extension Service;
Economic Research Service; and National
Agricultural Statistics Service.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For the Office of the Under Secretary for
Research, Education, and Economics, the
Committee recommends an appropriation of
$780,000. This amount is $207,000 more than
the 2002 level and the same as the budget re-
quest.

Nutrition monitoring activities are vital
to shaping policies for food safety, child nu-
trition, food assistance, and dietary guid-
ance. While the Committee supports the
process underway to integrate the National
Health and Nutrition Examination Survey
(NHANES) conducted by the Department of
Health and Human Services and the Con-
tinuing Survey of Food Intakes by Individ-
uals (CSFII) conducted by USDA, it is con-
cerned that USDA has failed to continue to
conduct the CSFII in 2000 and 2001 as the in-
tegration process continues. The Committee
directs USDA to conduct the CSFII to ensure
that the quality of dietary data collected is
not diminished, and survey methods capture
statistically valid intakes of various popu-
lation groups, especially at-risk groups, and
has provided a $1,000,000 increase to ARS for
this purpose.

ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE

Appropriations, 2002 .......... $67,200,000
Budget estimate, 20031 79,243,000
Committee recommenda-

BION i 65,123,000

1Excludes $2,789,000 requested for employee pen-
sion and health benefits

The Economic Research Service [ERS] pro-
vides economic and other social science in-
formation and analysis for public and private
decisions on agriculture, natural resources,
food, and rural America. The information
ERS produces is for use by the general public
and to help the executive and legislative
branches develop, administer, and evaluate
agricultural and rural policies and programs.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For the Economic Research Service, the
Committee recommends an appropriation of
$65,123,000. This amount is $2,077,000 less than
the 2002 level and $14,120,000 less than the
budget request. This amount does not in-
clude an increase of $5,914,000 for rental pay-
ments to GSA, or $11,000 for FECA adminis-
trative charges, as requested in the budget.

The Committee encourages ERS to fully
fund activities relating to the improvement
of retail price reporting.

The Committee provides $1,000,000 for the
ERS to carry out food and nutrition studies
through the Small Research Grants Pro-
gram. The Committee provides funding
under the Food and Nutrition Service for
other studies and evaluations relating to
that agency’s programs and that agency’s re-
sponsibilities for administering the food as-
sistance programs within USDA. The Com-
mittee directs the ERS to work fully with
the FNS to ensure that all ongoing studies
and evaluations are completed to their full
scope. Further, the Committee provides the
Secretary with the authority to transfer up
to $2,000,000 from FNS to ERS, if such a
transfer is deemed necessary for ERS to
complete ongoing studies, or if the Secretary
determines that a particular proposed study
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would be more effectively carried out by
ERS. The Committee expects to be notified
each time that such a transfer of funds oc-
curs, including the amount of the transfer,
and a summary of the study for which the
transfer was deemed necessary.

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE

Appropriations, 2002 .. $113,786,000

Budget estimate, 20031 143,659,000
Committee recommenda-
BlON i 140,854,000

1Excludes $5,410,000 requested for employee pen-
sion and health benefits.

The National Agricultural Statistics Serv-
ice [NASS] administers the Department’s
program of collecting and publishing current
national, State, and county agricultural sta-
tistics. These statistics provide accurate and
timely projections of current agricultural
production and measures of the economic
and environmental welfare of the agricul-
tural sector which are essential for making
effective policy, production, and marketing
decisions. NASS also furnishes statistical
services to other USDA and Federal agencies
in support of their missions, and provides
consulting, technical assistance, and train-
ing to developing countries.

The Service is also responsible for adminis-
tration of the Census of Agriculture, which
was transferred from the Department of
Commerce to the Department of Agriculture
in fiscal year 1997 to consolidate agricultural
statistics programs. The Census of Agri-
culture is taken every 5 years and provides
comprehensive data on the agricultural
economy including: data on the number of
farms, land use, production expenses, farm
product values, value of land and buildings,
farm size and characteristics of farm opera-
tors, market value of agricultural produc-
tion sold, acreage of major crops, inventory
of livestock and poultry, and farm irrigation
practices. The 1997 Census of Agriculture was
released on February 1, 1999. The next agri-
cultural census will be conducted beginning
in January 2003 for the calendar year 2002.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For the National Agricultural Statistics
Service, the Committee recommends an ap-
propriation of $140,854,000. This amount is
$27,068,000 more than the 2002 appropriation
and $2,805,000 less than the budget request.
This amount does not include an increase of
$2,801,000 for rental payments to GSA, or
$4,000 for FECA administrative charges, as
requested in the budget.

The Committee recognizes the importance
of the Census of Agriculture to collect reli-
able, accurate data about agriculture in the
United States, providing a statistical over-
view of U.S. farms and ranches every 5 years.
This information is critical in order to make
informed decisions regarding all aspects of
the agricultural sector and rural America.
The Committee’s recommendation includes
an increase of $15,924,000 over the 2002 level
for Census of Agriculture activities. The
Committee understands this increase is nec-
essary for NASS to carry out the majority of
information gathering activities related to
the 2002 Census of Agriculture.

The Committee also encourages NASS to
conduct Monthly Hogs and Pigs Inventory
reporting, and Barrow and Gilt Slaughter re-
porting.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriations, 20021 ......... $979,464,000

Budget estimate, 20032 ...... 971,445,000
Committee recommenda-
Bion oo 1,053,597,000

1Excludes $40,000,000 in emergency supplemental
appropriations provided by Public Law 107-117.

2Excludes $42,641,000 requested for employee pen-
sion and health benefits.
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The Agricultural Research Service [ARS]
is responsible for conducting basic, applied,
and developmental research on: soil, water,
and air sciences; plant and animal produc-
tivity; commodity conversion and delivery;
human nutrition; and the integration of ag-
ricultural systems. The research applies to a
wide range of goals; commodities; natural re-
sources; fields of science; and geographic, cli-
matic, and environmental conditions.

ARS is also responsible for the Abraham
Lincoln National Agricultural Library which
provides agricultural information and 1li-
brary services through traditional library
functions and modern electronic dissemina-
tion to agencies of the USDA, public and pri-
vate organizations, and individuals.

As the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
in-house agricultural research unit, ARS has
major responsibilities for conducting and
leading the national agricultural research ef-
fort. It provides initiative and leadership in
five areas: research on broad regional and
national problems, research to support Fed-
eral action and regulatory agencies, exper-
tise to meet national emergencies, research
support for international programs, and sci-
entific resources to the executive branch and
Congress.

The mission of ARS research is to develop
new knowledge and technology which will
ensure an abundance of high-quality agricul-
tural commodities and products at reason-
able prices to meet the increasing needs of
an expanding economy and to provide for the
continued improvement in the standard of
living of all Americans. This mission focuses
on the development of technical information
and technical products which bear directly
on the need to: (1) manage and use the Na-
tion’s soil, water, air, and climate resources,
and improve the Nation’s environment; (2)
provide an adequate supply of agricultural
products by observing practices that will
maintain a sustainable and effective agri-
culture sector; (3) improve the nutrition and
well-being of the American people; (4) im-
prove living in rural America; and (5)
strengthen the Nation’s balance of pay-
ments.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

For salaries and expenses of the Agricul-
tural Research Service, the Committee rec-
ommends $1,053,5697,000. This is $74,133,000
more than the 2002 level and $82,152,000 more
than the budget request.

This amount does not include an increase
of $2,807,000 for rental payments to GSA, or
$234,000 for FECA administrative charges, as
requested in the budget.

The Committee recommendation includes
$4,623,000 of the savings from project termi-
nations proposed in the budget. These sav-
ings are to be redirected to those research
areas for which increased funding is provided
by the Committee. The Committee does not
provide funding for contingencies.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee rec-
ommends funding increases, as specified
below, for new and ongoing research activi-
ties. The remaining increase in appropria-
tions from the fiscal year 2003 level is to be
applied to mandatory pay and related cost
increases to prevent the further erosion of
the agency’s capacity to maintain a viable
research program at all research locations.

The Committee expects the agency to give
attention to the prompt implementation and
allocation of funds provided for the purposes
identified by Congress.

In complying with the Committee’s direc-
tives, ARS is expected not to redirect sup-
port for programs from one State to another
without prior notification to and approval by
the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations in accordance with the reprogram-
ming procedures specified in the Act. Unless
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otherwise directed, the Agricultural Re-
search Service shall implement appropria-
tions by programs, projects, commodities,
and activities as specified by the Appropria-
tions Committees. Unspecified reductions
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
Act are to be implemented in accordance
with the definitions contained in the ‘““‘Pro-
gram, project, and activity’ section of this
report.

The Committee’s recommendations with
respect to specific areas of research are as
follows:

Aerial application research.—Aerial applica-
tion is a necessary crop protection tool in
farming and permits large areas to be cov-
ered rapidly, thus ensuring timely and effec-
tive applications of large farming areas. The
Committee provides an increase of $120,000
from the fiscal year 2002 funding level for ex-
panded ARS aerial application research at
the College Station, TX, research station.

Agricultural genomes.—The Committee rec-
ognizes the importance of plant/crop genome
sequencing and the need to identify genes
that influence disease resistance, reproduc-
tion and nutrition and provides an increase
of $1,175,000 from the fiscal year 2002 funding
level for the proposed research as follows:
Beltsville, MD, $475,000; Kerrville, TX,
$350,000; and St. Paul, MN, $350,000.

Agricultural  genome  bioinformatics.—The
Committee provides an increase of $600,000
from the fiscal year 2002 level to continue
work on the Bioinformatics Institute for
Model Plant Species at the National Center
for Genome Resources in New Mexico, as au-
thorized in Section 227 of the Agriculture
Risk Protection Act (Public Law 106-224).

Agricultural law, Drake University.—The
field of agricultural law and policy is devel-
oping rapidly, with many ramifications for
agricultural producers and the food and agri-
culture industry. Developments in food and
agricultural law and policy at the State and
local level, in particular, are increasingly
important to future opportunities for agri-
cultural producers and rural communities.
The Committee provides an increase of
$150,000 from the fiscal year 2002 level for
support of a national center focusing on
State and local food and agricultural law and
policy. Drake University in Des Moines,
Iowa, is highly qualified to serve as the loca-
tion of the center. Of the funding available
for this increase, $20,000 is available to the
Leflar School of Law at Fayetteville, AR.

Agroforestry research.—The Committee ex-
pects the ARS to continue its support for the
South Central Family Farm Research Center
at Booneville, AR. The Committee expects
no less than the fiscal year 2002 level of fund-
ing to continue agroforestry research in con-
junction with work at the University of Mis-
souri.

In addition, emerging research indicates
that shiitake mushrooms and other similar
agroforestry products contain important
cancer defeating and cholesterol reducing
chemicals. The Committee provides an in-
crease of $50,000 from the fiscal year 2002
level to the ARS research station at
Booneville, AR, for expanded cooperative re-
search with the University of Missouri Agro-
forestry Center on plants, and in particular,
shiitake mushrooms, which contain optimal
amounts of these chemicals and to test mod-
els to substantiate health and nutrition
claims.

Animal vaccines—The U.S. food animal
economy continues to be threatened by in-
fectious diseases that can devastate the cat-
tle, swine, and poultry industries. Increased
research to investigate the adverse impacts
of diseases on cattle, swine, and poultry are
critically needed to avoid potential eco-
nomic disasters, such as the spread of food
and mouth disease. The Committee provides
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an increase of $150,000 from the fiscal year
2002 level to expand current collaborative re-
search between ARS and the Universities of
Connecticut and Missouri to develop more
effective animal vaccines.

Appalachian Fruit Research Station.—The
Committee recognizes the importance of the
fruit research program carried out at the Ap-
palachian Fruit Research Station in
Kearneysville, WV, and provides an increase
of $350,000 from the fiscal year 2002 level for
essential staffing to support the station’s on-
going research to identify new alternatives
for chemical control of insects, and to de-
velop disease-resistant trees.

Appalachian pasture-based beef systems.—
The Committee is aware of the benefits to be
derived from the pasture-raised beef research
program currently underway at the ARS Ap-
palachian Farming Systems Research Center
located in Beaver, WV. The research partner-
ship, which includes West Virginia Univer-
sity, Virginia Tech, and ARS, is targeted to
Appalachian cattle farmers. The Committee
provides an increase of $125,000 from the fis-
cal year 2002 level for this research, which
will ensure the economic viability of these
farmers and conserve and protect the re-
gion’s environment.

Aquaculture research.—The Committee ac-
knowledges the importance of avoiding du-
plication in research administered by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture at various
locations throughout the country. In order
to ensure that duplication does not occur in
the field of warmwater aquaculture research,
the Stuttgart research facility should not
engage in channel catfish research related to
production systems, nutrition, water qual-
ity, genetics, disease diagnosis, or food proc-
essing which is ongoing at the National
Warmwater Aquaculture Research Center at
Stoneville, MS.

The Committee notes the tremendous op-
portunities provided through advancements
in research related to aquaculture species in
terms of producer income, U.S. balance of
trade, and healthy diets for Americans. In
view of the variety of ARS aquaculture re-
search locations, the Committee believes
that adequate sharing of information will
best facilitate the operations of all research
locations and requests the ARS to provide a
listing of specific research projects in the
field of aquaculture to the Committees on
Appropriations of the House and the Senate.

Aquaculture research.—The Committee pro-
vides an increase of $300,000 from the fiscal
yvear 2002 funding level to the USDA/ARS Na-
tional Small Grains and Potato Germplasm
Research Laboratory, Aberdeen, ID, for sup-
port for an ARS cereal grain chemist/proc-
essing specialist assigned to the Ul
Hagerman Station to work on value-added
processing of barley and oats to produce
high-protein concentrates suitable for use in
feeds for fish, and soluble fiber and starches
for food and industrial uses.

Arid lands research.—The challenges for ag-
ricultural production and natural resource
management in the desert Southwest and ad-
joining border regions are immense. Tech-
nologies for arid land agriculture are needed
for the remediation of arid and semi-arid
rangelands, sustainable agriculture produc-
tion for growers of irrigated cotton and se-
lected crops, and the restoration of disturbed
lands. The Committee provides an increase
of $300,000 from the fiscal year 2002 level for
expanded research in rangeland resource
management, irrigated farming technology,
and environmental horticulture at the
Jornada Experimental Range Station at Las
Cruces, NM.

Arkansas Children’s Nutrition Center, Little
Rock, AR.—The Committee notes the impor-
tance of optimizing the nutrition and health
of children from conception through adoles-
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cence. The Center is leading major research
efforts to understand the relationship be-
tween chronic disease and diet, genetics, and
lifestyle. The Committee provides an in-
crease of $300,000 from the fiscal year 2002
level for expanded investigations on these
issues.

Biobased products from agricultural commod-
ities.—The Committee is aware of the ex-
panded effort required to develop biobased
products and bioenergy from agricultural
commodities which will create new demand
for U.S. crops. The Committee provides an
increase of $1,800,000 over the fiscal year 2002
level for increased research on agricultural
biomass feedstock and the production of
biobased products from agricultural com-
modities. The research will be conducted at
the following research locations: Madison,
WI, $400,000; New Orleans, LA, $300,000;
Wyndmoor, PA, $500,000; Peoria, IL, $300,000
and Albany, CA, $300,000.

Biological control research.—The Committee
has been impressed by results of the various
approaches which have been taken by the
Jamie Whitten Delta States Research Center
in the area of biological controls of cotton
insect pests. The economic and environ-
mental benefits of this research could even-
tually reduce the vulnerability of crops to
major insect pests and create alternatives to
traditional crop protection methods. The
Committee continues funding for this
project at the fiscal year 2002 level.

Biomass crop production.—The Committee
provides an increase of $600,000 from the fis-
cal year 2002 level for increased cooperative
research between ARS and South Dakota
State University to further investigate the
applicability of using a method of fiber ex-
trusion to dry and process wet distiller
grains from ethanol production into high
value feed for cattle, as well as conversion to
increased ethanol production.

Biomedical materials in plants.—Increased
research is needed to carry out studies on to-
bacco and other plants as a medium to
produce vaccines and other biomedical prod-
ucts for the prevention of many human and
animal diseases. The Committee provides an
increase of $425,000 from the fiscal year 2002
level for expanded ARS cooperative research
with the Biotechnology Foundation.

Biotechnology research to improve crops and
livestock.—Biotechnology research has
opened the path for sequencing and mapping
the genes of crops and livestock, marking
genes for adding precision to breeding of im-
proved plants and animals, and identifying
gene products through proteomics tech-
nology. Other technological advancements
can be achieved in the livestock industry
through the development of imaging at the
molecular level using light, heat, and/or flu-
orescing signatures. These biotechnology ef-
forts generate huge volumes of data, which
must be managed, transmitted electroni-
cally, and analyzed. The Committee provides
an increase of $1,500,000 from the fiscal year
2002 level to ARS at Stoneville, MS, to sup-
port cooperative research in genomics and
bioinformatics and in the use of biophotonics
for the imaging of animal physiological proc-
esses at the cellular level.

Biotechnology risk assessment.—The Na-
tional Academy of Sciences in a report of
April, 2000, ‘“‘Genetically Modified Pest-Pro-
tected Plants,” affirms that genetically en-
gineered organisms are not inherently more
dangerous then similar organisms derived
from conventional selection and breeding. It
did, however, identify areas that needed fur-
ther study. The Committee provides an in-
crease of $1,100,000 for fiscal year 2003 for re-
search proposed in the President’s budget as
follows: Corvallis, OR; Ames, IA; Phoenix,
AZ; $300,000 each and Wapato, WA, $200,000.

Broiler production in the Mid South.—Re-
duced broiler production costs are essential
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for the industry to increase net profit and re-
main competitive internationally. The Com-
mittee recognizes the importance of the co-
operation between the ARS Poultry Re-
search Unit and the Mississippi Agricultural
and Forestry Experiment Station at Mis-
sissippi State. This cooperation has resulted
in improved bird nutrition, control of myco-
plasma disease with vaccines, and overall
health, vigor, and growth of the birds
through improved housing environmental
controls. The Committee provides an in-
crease of $1,000,000 from the fiscal year 2002
level to expand cooperative research on re-
ducing ammonia levels in poultry litter, im-
proving environmental controls, and reduc-
ing mortality in broiler flocks.

Canal Point sugarcane research.—The ARS
sugarcane research laboratory at Canal
Point, FL, has successfully contributed to
the needs of sugarcane growers for 80 years,
providing breed stock to the growers in
Texas, Florida, Louisiana and Hawaii. The
Committee provides an increase of $750,000
from the fiscal year 2002 funding level to im-
prove the utilization and application of on-
going research that will enhance this sugar-
cane variety program.

Catfish Health.—Disease-causing bacteria,
viruses, and parasites threaten the economic
viability of the Nation’s billion dollar cat-
fish industry. Rapid expansion of the U.S.
channel catfish industry increases the vul-
nerability of the industry to outbreaks of
diseases and parasites. Research urgently is
needed to identify disease vectors, modes of
transmission, life cycles and methods for
controlling catfish diseases caused by
parasites, fungi, bacteria, and viruses. A
thorough understanding of the impact of en-
vironmental factors on disease will lead to
improved management practices for conven-
tional catfish culture in earthen ponds. The
Committee provides an increase of $550,000
from the fiscal year 2002 level for the com-
prehensive catfish health research program
based at the Stoneville, MS, National
Warmwater Aquaculture Center. This Center
is strategically located in the mid-delta,
proximal to the vast majority of the U.S.
commercial catfish farming acreage and al-
ready has a critical mass of scientists, facili-
ties, and instrumentation addressing the dis-
ease issue. Ongoing research in genomics and
breeding can be expanded to select for fish
with disease and parasite resistance, but ad-
ditional scientists, including a parasitologist
and virologist, are required for a comprehen-
sive disease and parasite genetic resistance
research program.

Center for Food Safety and Postharvest Tech-
nology.—The Committee is aware of the sig-
nificance of the research currently underway
relating to catfish and other food products at
the Mississippi Center for Food Safety and
Postharvest Technology and continues fund-
ing at the fiscal year 2002 level for research
on shellfish safety and methods of decreasing
risks to consumers.

Central Great Plains Research Station.—This
is the only ARS station conducting research
aimed at solving dryland production prob-
lems in Colorado, Nebraska, Kansas, and Wy-
oming. The Committee provides an increase
of $600,000 from the fiscal year 2002 funding
level to the Central Great Plains Research
Station at Akron, CO, for research on exten-
sive crop rotation strategies. Increased re-
search will focus on biological diversity to
reduce weed, disease, and insects inherent in
single crop rotation and utilize a complete
systems approach to quantify comparative

yield Dbenefits under various rotation
schemes.
Cereal disease research.—The Committee

provides an increase of $300,000 from the fis-
cal year 2002 level to support the core group
of scientists currently performing research
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at the Cereal Disease Research Laboratory,
St. Paul, Minnesota. The Committee directs
that the current number of scientists be
maintained to effectively tackle the rust and
fusarium head blight (FHB) disease which
caused $3,000,000,000 in losses to wheat and
barley farmers over the last several years.

Children’s Nutrition Research Center.—The
Children’s Nutrition Research Center at the
Baylor College of Medicine, Houston, TX, has
helped define the role of nutrition in chil-
dren’s health, growth, and development; con-
tributed to nutritional guidelines used by
physicians, parents, and others responsible
for the care and feeding of children, and is
unique in it’s ability to address a broad
array of children’s nutritional issues. The
Committee provides an increase of $600,000
from the fiscal year 2002 level for increased
investigation of the nutritional needs of
pregnant and nursing women, and children
from conception to adolescence, at the Chil-
dren’s Nutrition Research Center, Houston,
TX.

Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD).—In order to
reduce livestock losses and to improve effi-
ciency of production, it is important to
eradicate transmissable spongiform
encephalopathies (TSE) in domestic animals.
Scrapie of sheep and goats, bovine
spongiform encephalopathies (BSE) and
chronic wasting disease (CWD) of deer and
elk are classes of TSE’s of ruminant animals
and are fatal diseases that can affect both
animals and humans. The Committee pro-
vides an increase of $1,000,000 from the fiscal
year 2002 funding level to the Animal Disease
Laboratory, Pullman, WA, and the National
Animal Disease Laboratory, Ames, IA, for
urgent research on CWD.

Coffee and cocoa.—The disease resistance
and alternative crop research program for
coffee and cocoa has important economic
benefits and implications for foreign policy
goals in South Central America and West Af-
rica. As a globally marketable cash crop,
cocoa can provide an alternative, environ-
mentally beneficial choice for small farmers
and an incentive to Andean farmers to aban-
don illegal crops for those that can provide
stable long-term economic benefit. Cocoa is
produced primarily by small farmers in the
tropics of South Central America and West
Africa that is also under severe disease pres-
sure which threatens the stability of world
supply of cocoa and the economies of other
cocoa-producing nations. The Committee
provides an increase of $900,000 from the fis-
cal year 2002 funding level to fully realize the
research potential of coffee and cocoa as al-
ternatives to illegal crops.

Conservation research.—The Committee pro-
vides an increase of $250,000 from the fiscal
yvear 2002 funding level to expand important
non-irrigated dryland research conducted at
the ARS Soil Conservation Laboratory, Pen-
dleton, OR. The research is directed toward
developing better management practices and
techniques required for sound natural re-
source conservation in the Columbia River
Plateau and regional resource areas for sus-
tainable crop production.

Cotton genomics, breeding, variety develop-
ment, and pest resistance.—The Committee
recognizes the progress that has been made
through the cooperative efforts of the ARS
and the Mississippi Agricultural and For-
estry Experiment Station at Stoneville, MS,
in the research, development, and transfer of
improved cotton germplasm to the cotton in-
dustry. This cooperative research must be
accelerated to incorporate new genetic mate-
rial into agronomically-acceptable varieties
and to transfer reniform nematode and other
pest resistance into improved cotton lines.
An increase of $700,000 is provided from the
fiscal year 2002 funding level to enhance the
public cotton breeding program conducted by
ARS at Stoneville, MS.
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Corn germplasm.—Corn is a key resource in
Iowa and throughout the world, providing
food, industrial uses, livestock feed and ex-
port. It 1is important to broaden the
germplasm base of corn hybrids grown by
American farmers to establish genetic diver-
sity and stability in corn production. The
Committee provides an increase of $600,000
from the fiscal year 2002 level for the ARS
Corn Germplasm Research Laboratory at
Ames, Iowa for expanded research to in-
crease the productivity and genetic diversity
of maize grown in the United States.

Cotton ginning laboratory.—The Committee
continues funding at the fiscal year 2002
level for ginning research at the Stoneville,
MS, laboratory.

Cotton genetics research.—Global competi-
tion in the textile industry has caused do-
mestic textile manufacturers to adopt more
efficient cotton farm spinning technologies.
These new technologies require higher fiber
strength to operate resistance to nematodes
and insect pests that annually inflict signifi-
cant losses to the cotton industry. There is a
need to broaden the genetic base of cotton
germplasm with fiber properties that will
meet today’s more efficient yarn spinning
machines, as well as cotton varieties with
improved host resistance to insects and
pathogens. The Committee provides an in-
crease of $300,000 from the fiscal year 2002
level for support of a cotton geneticist posi-
tion at the ARS Cotton Breeding laboratory,
Florence, SC.

Crop Production and Food Processing.—The
Committee provides the fiscal year 2002 level
to ARS to continue collaborative research
with Purdue University on a genomics
project to continue in the identification and
execution of critical steps in the develop-
ment of pest resistance in wheat.

Dairy forage research.—The Committee rec-
ognizes the important research on dairy for-
age carried out by ARS at the U.S. Dairy
Forage Research Center in Madison, WI. The
Committee provides an increase of $1,150,000
from the fiscal year 2002 level for expanded
dairy forage research at the center. Of the
total increase, $150,000 is provided for in-
creased support of the Wisconsin Integrated
Cropping Systems (WICTS) program.

Delta nutrition intervention initiative—The
Lower Mississippi Delta Nutrition Interven-
tion Research Initiative is a research consor-
tium consisting of ARS and six universities
located in Louisiana, Mississippi and Arkan-
sas. Current appropriations have allowed the
consortium to develop important research on
the health and nutrition status, food secu-
rity and diet intake of people who live in the
Delta regions of Louisiana, Mississippi, and
Arkansas. The Committee provides an in-
crease of $1,000,000 from the fiscal year 2002
level for nutrition intervention activities
that cannot be carried out within currently
available funding. Increased funding will
allow the consortium to initiate community
involved planning, implement interventions,
and initiate research to assess the effects on
health and nutrition status in a number of
counties in each of the three States over the
next b years.

Emerging diseases of plants and animals.—
The Committee recognizes the importance of
research in support of new prevention and
control strategies for emerging, reemerging
and exotic diseases of plants and animals.
The Committee provides an increase of
$1,400,000 from the fiscal year 2002 level for
exotic plant disease research at the fol-
lowing locations: Beltsville, MD, $300,000;
Frederick, MD, $300,000; Prosser, WA,
$200,000; Raleigh, NC, $350,000; and Prosser,
WA, $250,000. The Committee provides an ad-
ditional $3,050,000 for exotic animal disease
research as follows: Marek’s disease, East
Lansing, MI, $500,000; Porcine Respiratory
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disease, Ames, IA, $250,000; Foot and Mouth
disease, Greenport, NY, $500,000; Newcastle
disease, Athens, GA, $300,000; BSE/TSE at Al-
bany, CA; Ames, IA; and Pullman, WA;
$500,000 each.

Fish disease research.—The development of
safe and effective vaccines for prevention of
disease in catfish is essential to the growth
of the catfish industry. There are currently
only a number of approved therapeutic com-
pounds available for farmers to heal diseases
of fish. Vaccinations, successful in other ani-
mals, appear to be the best means of pre-
venting diseases. The Committee provides an
increase of $600,000 from the fiscal year 2002
funding level to the ARS Fish Disease and
Parasitic Research Laboratory at Auburn,
AL, for increased research on the develop-
ment of commercially approved vaccines for
catfish.

Floriculture and nursery research.—Nursery
and greenhouse products rank third in pro-
duction in the Nation. As the public demands
more plants and trees to help clean the air,
prevent water runoff and soil erosion, and
improve water conservation and quality, the
nursery industry is playing an expanding and
significant role in enhancing environmental
quality. The Committee provides an increase
of $750,000 from the fiscal year 2002 level for
expanded ARS floriculture and nursery re-
search aimed at reducing chemical use, im-
proved post-harvest life of flowers and
plants, disease and pest resistant flowers and
plants, control of root diseases, robotics re-
search, and control of run-off from green-
house and nursery operations.

Food Safety and Engineering.—The Com-
mittee provides an additional $600,000 from
the fiscal year 2002 level for increased col-
laborative research with Purdue University
in the area of food safety and engineering.

Forage-Livestock Systems.—The Committee
provides an increase of $1,000,000 from the fis-
cal year 2002 funding level to ARS to con-
tinue a cooperative project with the Univer-
sity of Kentucky on tall fescue breeding and
improvement efforts to develop an enhanced
national forage base.

Forage and range research.—The Committee
recognizes the important research being car-
ried out by ARS at the Forage and Range Re-
search Laboratory, Logan, UT. The research
program seeks to develop and improve range
and pasture plants, reinvigorate disturbed
and over-used rangelands, effect revegeta-
tion following wild fires, combat invasive
weeds, and provide improved forages for live-
stock. The Committee provides an increase
of $300,000 from the fiscal year 2002 level for
additional research required to develop
range and pasture plant varieties.

Formosan Subterranean Termite.—The man-
agement of this termite is essential to Lou-
isiana economic well-being. This termite has
infested 32 parishes in Louisiana, with the
most severe infestations occurring in the
New Orleans and Lake Charles areas. This
insect has caused millions of dollars worth of
damage with an astonishing $300,000,000 im-
pact in New Orleans alone. The Committee
provides an increase of $300,000 from the fis-
cal year 2002 level to the Southern Regional
Research Center at New Orleans, LA, for ex-
panded research efforts focusing on improved
termite detection systems, evaluation of
wood products for protecting building mate-
rials, and enhancement of bait technology.

Fort Keogh Livestock and Range Research
Laboratory.—The Committee recognizes the
threat to long-term sustainability of the
Northern Great Plains range livestock indus-
try from infestations of noxious weeds such
as leafy spurge and spotted knapweed. The
objective of the Fort Keogh, MT, station is
to develop low-input rangeland management
strategies that impede or control the spread
of noxious weeds into native rangelands and
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planted pastures. The Committee provides an
increase of $600,000 for this research for the
fiscal year 2002 level.

Glassy-winged  sharpshooter.—The Com-
mittee continues to be concerned about the
serious costs that the Glassy-winged sharp-
shooter (GWSS) and Pierce’s disease (PD) in-
flict on U.S. vineyards. Citrus and nursery
stock growers now have costly new shipping
requirements to inspect and treat plants and
crops to curb the spread of GWSS-PD. The
Committee provides an increase of $750,000
from the fiscal year 2002 level to the ARS
Parlier, CA, laboratory to continue its re-
search efforts and collaborations to control
and eradicate this devastating carrier and
disease.

Grain sorghum.—The Committee provides
an increase of $200,000 from the fiscal year
2002 funding level to the ARS Energy, Soil,
and Animal Waste Resources Research Unit
in Bushland, TX, to evaluate the feed value
of distillers dried grain (DDG). More sor-
ghum is being used for ethanol as farmers
look to add value to locally produced crops
and to provide oxygenates for gasoline and
DDG for livestock feed. Research is needed
to determine the relative feeding values of
sorghum distillers grains so that it can be
nutritionally and economically evaluated for
the cattle feeding industry.

Grapefruit juice/drug interaction research.—
With the consumption of grapefruit juice
dramatically declining, there is a need to ex-
amine and attain more precise data on the
effect of grapefruit juice on the absorption
rates of certain medications. The Committee
provides an increase of $300,000 from the fis-
cal year 2002 level to the ARS Citrus Re-
search Laboratory at Winterhaven, FL, for
research to identify and characterize the
components of grapefruit juice responsible
for enzyme suppression, understand the dos-
age affected, and determine the rate of con-
sumption for safety and efficacy.

Grand Forks Human Nutrition Laboratory.—
Research is needed to study rural health
problems related to diet in the Northern
Great Plains. Particular emphasis will be
given to the diets of Native Americans and
the rural elderly. The Committee provides
$300,000 from the fiscal year 2002 level for
this program to be carried out by the ARS
Grand Forks Human Nutrition Center in co-
operation with the University of North Da-
kota School of Medicine and Health
Sciences.

Harbor Branch aquaculture initiative.—The
Committee recognizes that continued expan-
sion of aquaculture enterprises in the United
States would increase domestic competitive-
ness in seafood markets, ease harvest pres-
sures on wild fish stocks, as well as help in
offsetting existing trade deficits. The Com-
mittee provides an increase of $300,000 from
the fiscal year 2002 level for expanded ARS
collaborative research with the Harbor
Branch Oceanographic Institute and the
Florida State University (FSU) on sustain-
able marine aquaculture systems. The objec-
tives are to design and operate low-cost, en-
ergy efficient, zero discharge aquaculture
production systems to produce warm water
fish species year round; to expand use of in-
land agricultural land through aquaculture
of salt water species that are adaptable to
fresh water; and to generate new aquaculture
enterprises.

Harry Dupree National Aquaculture Research
Center.—Arkansas leads the Nation in raising
hybrid striped bass, as well as in producing
80 percent of the Nation’s baitfish and other
food fishes. The Committee understands that
this Center plays a significant role in meet-
ing the needs of the U.S. aquaculture indus-
try by conducting research aimed at improv-
ing yields, food quality, disease control, and
stress tolerance. The Committee provides an
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increase of $300,000 from the fiscal year 2002
funding level for increased research on the
genetic improvement of hybrid striped bass.

Hawaii Agriculture Research Center.—The
Committee provides the fiscal year 2002 level
for the Hawaii Agriculture Research Center
to enhance the competitiveness of U.S. sug-
arcane producers and to continue to support
the expansion of new crops and products, in-
cluding those from agroforestry, to com-
plement sugarcane production in Hawaii.

Hides and leather research.—The USDA’s
only hides and leather research is carried out
at the Eastern Regional Research Center in
Wyndmoor, PA. The research provides the
hides and leather industry with cost-effec-
tive and environmentally safe tanning proc-
esses which will enhance U.S. producers’
competitiveness in world markets. The Com-
mittee provides an increase of $100,000 from
the fiscal year 2002 funding level for this re-
search.

Horticulture research.—The Committee rec-
ognizes the importance of the cooperation
between the ARS Small Fruits Research
Unit and the Mississippi Agricultural and
Forestry Experiment Station at Poplarville,
MS. This cooperation catalyzed and now
undergirds the Gulf Coast blueberry and
other small fruit industries. This coopera-
tion has expanded into the development of
vegetable, melon, and ornamental industries
and can revitalize small farms in the south.
The Committee provides an increase of
$500,000 from the fiscal year 2002 funding
level to expand the cooperative research and
development efforts on ornamentals, vegeta-
bles, and melons at Poplarville, MS.

In addition, Tennessee has a vibrant nurs-
ery industry and a growing floricultural and
ornamental horticulture industry. The Agri-
cultural Research Service is establishing a
research laboratory at the University of Ten-
nessee to jointly conduct and collaborate in
plant pathology, entomology, horticulture,
germplasm, and biotechnology research to
improve rural and suburban economies, and
enhance international quality. The Com-
mittee supports this ARS/UT collaborative
initiative to establish the Appalachian Hor-
ticulture Research Institute at Knoxville,
TN, and provides an increase of $1,000,000 for
staffing at this location from the fiscal year
2003 level.

Human Nutrition Research Center on Aging
(HNRCA).—The HNRCA at Tufts University
is one of six USDA research centers that
study the effects of human nutrition on
health. The program at HNRCA requires ad-
ditional resources to maintain existing sci-
entists and staff as well as to offset inflation
and spiraling energy costs. The Committee
provides an increase of $625,000 to ARS from
the fiscal year 2002 level to meet these re-
source needs.

Hyperspectral Imaging Technology for Protec-
tion of the Food Supply and Agricultural Pro-
duction.—Through a cooperative agreement
with the ARS, the Institute for Technology
Development at the Stennis Space Center
has successfully applied its hyperspectral
imaging capabilities to detect fecal contami-
nation on poultry, furthering efforts to in-
crease the safety of the Nation’s food supply.
The Committee is aware that this tech-
nology could be applied to detection of crop
diseases such as karnal bunt and rusts, ani-
mal diseases such as bovine spongiform
encephalopathy, and mold/toxins found in
food and feed. The Committee provides fiscal
year 2003 funding of $700,000, which is to be
redirected from the current hyperspectral
poultry project, to explore hyperspectral im-
aging as a possible tool for finding, identi-
fying, and quantifying diseases and infesta-
tions that have economic impact and health
risks either naturally or as a terrorist act.

Integrated farming systems.—The Committee
understands that Integrated Farming Sys-
tems represents the agriculture operation in
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its entirety, including finances, natural re-
sources and off-farm environmental impacts.
The National Soil Tilth Laboratory in Ames,
IA, conducts this research with special em-
phasis on nutrient management. The Com-
mittee provides an additional $300,000 for
this work from the fiscal year 2002 level.

IPM strategies for morthern climate.—Insect
pests, plant pathogens, and weed pests are
serious threats to Alaska’s economic viabil-
ity. The Committee recognizes the impor-
tance of agricultural research to enhance
productivity and profitability of Alaska’s
farming industry, including the preservation
and management of its valuable natural re-
sources utilizing IPM strategies. The Com-
mittee provides an increase of $700,000 from
the fiscal year 2002 funding level for ex-
panded research to develop IPM application
approaches suitable to northern latitudes
that support viable crop and nursery produc-
tion systems and the sustainability of nat-
ural resources.

Invasive species.—The Committee under-
stands the serious impact that invasive spe-
cies have on production agriculture. Invasive
species are second only to loss of habitat in
causing negative impacts on environmental
areas and loss of biological diversity. The
Committee provides an increase of $1,800,000
from the fiscal year 2002 level for the contin-
ued development of biological control pro-
grams as follows: Beltsville, MD; Davis, CA;
Wooster, OH; and Ft. Collins, CO; $300,000
each. The Committee provides $300,000 for ex-
panded research on the Asian Longhorned
Beetle. The Committee also provides $300,000
for systematics of invasive insects and weeds
at Beltsville, MD.

Johne’s Disease (Bovine Paratuberculosis).—
Johne’s is a contagious disease that causes
chronic wasting or debilitating enteritis and
eventual death in cattle, sheep, goats, deer
and other wild and domestic ruminants. In-
fected animals intermittently shed the
microorganisms into milk and feces. Infec-
tion is difficult to diagnose because of the
fastidious, slow growth of the microorga-
nisms and the poor reliability of the sero-di-
agnostic tools. Additional research is needed
to develop improved diagnostics and vac-
cines, and better understanding of the patho-
genicity of the organism. The Committee
provides an increase of $1,200,000 from the
funding level available in fiscal year 2002 for
expanded research to control this dev-
astating disease affecting this Nation’s beef
and dairy industries.

Karnal Bunt.—The Committee is aware of
the significant threat karnal bunt poses to
the U.S. wheat industry and U.S. wheat ex-
ports. To aid in development of karnal bunt
resistance and control methods, the Com-
mittee provides $300,000 from the fiscal year
2002 level for research in this area. The Com-
mittee expects ARS to work with Kansas
State University to establish a consortium
in Manhattan, KS, that will work with other
land grant universities in this research area.

Livestock genome sequencing.—The Com-
mittee provides an increase of $300,000 in fis-
cal year 2003 for the U.S. Meat Animal Re-
search Center at Clay Center, NE, for ex-
panded genomics research to identify the
genes that influence disease resistance, re-
production, nutrition, and other economi-
cally important traits in livestock. This re-
search is to be performed in collaboration
with the University of Illinois.

Malignant Catarrhal Fever (MCF) Virus.—
The Committee acknowledges the impor-
tance of research for the sheep-associated
virus, Malignant Catarrhal Fever (MCF), in-
fecting small ruminants. The Committee
continues the fiscal year 2002 funding level
for research on the development of vaccines
critical to the systematic eradication of
MCF virus in small ruminants at the ARS
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laboratory at Pullman, WA, in cooperation
with the ARS sheep, station at Dubois, ID,
and Washington State University.

Michael Fields Agricultural Institute.—The
Committee provides an increase of $500,000
from the fiscal year 2002 level for ARS to ini-
tiate collaborative research with the Mi-
chael Fields Agricultural Institute. This re-
search will develop high-quality corn in Wis-
consin and other Mid-Western States for in-
creased nutritional value and adaptation to
sustainable farming systems. Collaborative
research will be directed at corn breeding,
analysis, corn quality, on-farm research and
information dissemination.

Microbial Genomics.—The Committee recog-
nizes the importance and significance of the
joint microbial genomics initiative between
the ARS Animal Disease Research Unit at
Pullman, WA, and the ARS Tick Research
Unit at Kerrville, TX, and continues the fis-
cal year 2002 level of funding.

National Agricultural Library.—The Com-
mittee provides an increase of $400,000 from
the fiscal year 2002 level for the National Ag-
ricultural Library for the continued develop-
ment of information technology including
new software, telecommunications and net-
working capabilities. These resources are
recommended in the President’s fiscal year
2003 budget.

National Cold Water Marine Aquaculture
Center—The Committee notes the impor-
tance of aquaculture research to the State of
Maine, which leads the Nation in Atlantic
salmon cultivation. Other important aqua-
culture species in Maine include shellfish
and trout. Research on marine finfish is vi-
tally important to Maine’s aquaculture pro-
gram. Finfish, including haddock, halibut,
and cod, are primary candidates for future
diversity of Maine’s aquaculture industry.
The Committee provides an increase of
$300,000 from the fiscal year 2002 funding
level for this research, which will be under-
taken at the Franklin, Maine, research loca-
tion.

National Corn to Ethanol Research Pilot
Plant.—The National Corn to Ethanol Re-
search Pilot Plant at Edwardsville, 1L, was
constructed to avail researchers and com-
mercial producers with a state-of-the-art fa-
cility to develop more efficient production of
ethanol. The plant is scheduled to begin op-
erations in early 2003 and will operate on a
time-share basis to Federal and State agen-
cies, universities, and commercial producers.
The plant has the near-term potential to im-
prove the efficiency and decrease the cost of
corn conversion for ethanol production. The
Committee provides an increase of $750,000
from the fiscal year 2002 level to fund ARS
research at the pilot plant. The research will
utilize both wet milled and dry milled
projects and will focus on processing effi-
ciencies that can be adapted commercially in
the near term.

National nutrition monitoring system.—
Health and dietary information gathered
from a combined U.S. Department of Agri-
culture/Department of Health and Human
Services is critical to the Nation and plays a
key role in shaping national food policies
and programs including food safety, food la-
beling, child nutrition, food assistance and
dietary guidance. The Committee provides
an increase of $1,000,000 from the fiscal year
2002 level for the combined national nutri-
tion monitoring program.

National Peanut Research Laboratory, Daw-
son, GA.—The Committee concurs with the
authority to purchase land for research at
the National Peanut Laboratory at Dawson,
GA, as provided under Section 7506, Title VII
of the Farm Security and Rural Investment
Act of 2002. The Dawson laboratory, which
has been conducting research on this prop-
erty, has entered a lease with an option to
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purchase this land. The Agency will utilize
available funds and will not require addi-
tional appropriations to purchase this prop-
erty.

National Soil Erosion Laboratory.—The Com-
mittee provides an increase of $300,000 from
the fiscal year 2002 level for salaries and re-
lated research expenses for a water quality
researcher stationed at the USDA-ARS Na-
tional Soil Erosion Laboratory at West La-
fayette, Indiana.

National sclerotinia initiative—The Com-
mittee recognizes the importance of control-
ling this disease which affects sunflowers,
soybeans, canola, edible beans, peas and len-
tils. The Committee provides an increase of
$600,000 from the fiscal year 2002 level for
this research initiative which is centered at
the ARS research station at Fargo, ND.

Natural products.—The Committee provides
an increase of $400,000 from the fiscal year
2002 level for the ARS to continue and accel-
erate its cooperative research with the Na-
tional Center for Natural Products Research
to discover and develop natural product
chemicals for use in agriculture.

Northern Grains Insect Research Labora-
tory.—Diverse economic and environmental
pressures have impacted agriculture in the
Northern Plains. The Northern Grains Insect
Research Laboratory in Brookings, South
Dakota focuses on production agriculture
problems for the Northern Plains. This lab-
oratory is working on research that directly
benefits farmers, such as new cropping sys-
tems and innovative crop rotations that
minimize use of chemicals and tillage. The
Committee provides an increase of $600,000
from the fiscal year 2002 level for support of
two additional scientist positions required
by the laboratory to assemble a team of sci-
entists to address the diverse economic and
environmental problems in the Northern
Plains.

Northern Great Plains Ecosystem.—The Com-
mittee is aware of the research and outreach
programs conducted by the ARS Biological
Control and Soil Conservation Laboratory at
Sidney, Montana. A major focus of research
at the station is targeted to biocontrol of
invasive and noxious weeds and enhancing
the long-term sustainability of range, irri-
gated and dryland agriculture. Invasive
weeds alter ecosystem structure and func-
tion, reduces biodiversity, displaces native
plants and requires widespread use of herbi-
cides. The Committee provides an increase of
$1,000,000 from the fiscal year 2002 level to
strengthen this program.

Nozxious weeds in the desert southwest.—
Invasive and noxious weeds are expected to
infest 140 million acres in the United States
by the year 2010. Rangeland and pastures will
be the primary land types invaded by these
species. The Committee supports the biocon-
trol research on invasive non-native and tree
species carried out by ARS at the Jornada
Experimental Range in Las Cruces and pro-
vides an increase of $300,000 from the fiscal
year 2002 funding level for this research.

Ogallala Aquifer.—Surface water in the
Central High Plains region is severely lim-
ited and the Ogallala Aquifer, which
underlies this area, has provided water for
the development of a highly significant agri-
cultural economy. However, the Ogallala Aq-
uifer is a finite resource. The Committee
provides the Agricultural Research Service
an increase of $900,000 from the fiscal year
2002 level for research into the complex na-
ture of water availability, potential uses,
and costs which will help determine future
water policy in this region. This research is
to be based in Texas but coordinated with
other affected States, including Kansas.

Ornamental and horticulture research.—The
Committee recognizes the collaborative re-
search program between ARS and the Uni-
versity of Vermont (UVM). Research cur-
rently underway at UVM includes Pear
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thrips and the Asian Long-horned Beetle.
UVM research is critical to the protection of
the ornamental and horticulture industries
throughout New England. The Committee
provides an increase of $150,000 for Pear
thrips research from the fiscal year 2002
level.

Papaya Ringspot Virus.—The Committee
provides the fiscal year 2002 level to the Uni-
versity of Hawaii College of Tropical Agri-
culture and Human Resources to monitor
and refine control of the papaya ringspot
virus and to expand the techniques and
knowledge obtained from this program to
other diseases and pests; and to coordinate a
program to induce nematode resistance,
flowering control, and mealy bug wilt dis-
ease resistance in commercial pineapple va-
rieties and to seek funds from the private
sector to complement Federal funds. The
Committee views the nematode and ringspot
virus activities as supportive of a national
agricultural research agency and that of Ha-
waii.

Phytoestrogens research.—The Committee is
aware of the increased consumption of soy
products and controversies surrounding the
health claims from  those products.
Phytoestrogens, plant-derived products that
can mimic or block estrogen, remain a pri-
ority issue for USDA researchers. Research
studies have suggested that phytoestrogens
have a range of human health benefits that
can prevent certain diseases. However, ex-
tensive studies on their long-term benefits
and side effects are lacking. The Committee
provides an increase of $900,000 for this re-
search from the fiscal year 2002 level. Cur-
rent research is carried out at the Southern
Regional Research Center in New Orleans in
collaboration with other universities. The
Committee directs $300,000 of these resources
be used in collaboration with the University
of Toledo to fingerprint and isolate novel
products in stressed and unstressed soy.

Plant and animal pathogen research.—The
Committee provides an increase of $500,000
from the fiscal year 2002 level for expanded
plant pathogen research to be carried out at
Frederick, MD. The Committee also provides
$500,000 for rapid detection of poultry dis-
eases at the ARS Poultry Disease Labora-
tory at Athens, GA. New technologies will
enhance U.S. food security and strengthen
the Nation’s competitiveness in global mar-
kets.

Potato Production.—The Committee recog-
nizes the important contributions made by
the USDA-ARS research units at Prosser and
Yakima, Washington, but encourages closer
cooperation between the units in conducting
research and solving problems in potato pro-
duction.

Potato research.—The Committee is con-
cerned that funding levels and lack of per-
sonnel resources limit ARS’ ability to ad-
dress some aspects of potato variety re-
search. The Committee provides an addi-
tional $30,000 from the fiscal year 2002 level
to meet research staffing needs at the Aber-
deen, ID, research laboratory.

Precision agriculture research.—The Com-
mittee provides a $750,000 increase from the
fiscal year 2002 level for the Mandan North-
ern Great Plains Research Laboratory for a
precision agriculture research project and
global climate change research rec-
ommended in the budget request at $135,000.
The precision agriculture research should be
conducted in cooperation with the Upper
Midwest Aerospace Consortium and
DigitalGlobe. In addition, the Committee
has restored the funding provided last year
for the Hettinger Extension Service South-
west Feeders Program. ARS researchers can
contribute significantly to the knowledge
base UMAC can transfer to producers.

Program continuations.—The Committee di-
rects the Agricultural Research Service to
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continue to fund the following areas of re-
search in fiscal year 2003 at the same funding
level provided in fiscal year 2002: Conserva-
tion Research, Pendleton, OR; Dryland Pro-
duction Research, Akron, CO; Improved Ani-
mal Waste Management, Florence, SC; Im-
proved Crop Production Practices, Auburn,
AL; Irrigated Cropping Systems in the Mid
South, Stoneville, MS; Manure Mangement
Research, Ames, IA; Mid-West/Mid-South Ir-
rigation, Columbia, MO; National Sedi-
mentation Lab, Yazoo/TMDL’s, Oxford, MS;
National Sedimentation Liab, Acoustics, Ox-
ford, MS; National Sedimentation Lab,
Yazoo Basin, Oxford, MS; National Soil Dy-
namics Laboratory, Auburn, AL; New Eng-
land Plant, Soil, and Water Laboratory,
Orono, ME; Northern Great Plains Research
Laboratory, Mandan, ND; Pasture Systems
and Watershed Management, University
Park, PA; Soil, Plant Nutrient Research, Ft.
Collins, CO; Seismic and Acoustic Tech-
nologies in Soils, Oxford, MS; Soil Tilth Re-
search, Ames, IA; Source Water Protection
Initiatives, Columbus, OH/West Lafayette,
IN; Waste Management Research, Starkville,
MS; Watershed Research, Colombia, MO;
Western Grazinglands, Burns, OR; Aerial Ap-
plication Research, College Station, TX; Al-
ternative Crops and Value Added Products,
Stoneville, MS; Appalachian Fruit Research
Station, Kearneysville, WV; Appalachian
Pasture Based Beef Systems, Beaver, WV;
Arctic Germplasm, Palmer, AK; Bee Re-
search, Logan, UT/Weslaco, TX; Binational
Agricultural Research and Development Pro-
gram (BARD); Bioinformatics Institute for
Model Plant Species at the National Center
for Genome Resources, Santa Fe, NM; Bio-
medical Materials in Plants, Beltsville, MD;
Cereal Crops Research, Fargo, ND; Cereal
Crops Research, Madison, WI; Citrus and
Horticulture Research, Ft. Pierce, FL; Coffee
and Cocoa Research, Miami, FL/Beltsville,
MD; Corn Germplasm, Starkville, MS; Cot-
ton Genomics, Breeding, and Variety Devel-
opment, Stoneville, MS; Corn Resistant to
Aflatoxin for the Mid-South, Starkville, MS;
Crop Production and Food Processing, Peo-
ria, IL; Ecology of Tamarix, Reno, NV;
Endophyte Research, Boooneville, AR; Flori-
culture/Nursery Crops Research; Ft. Pierce
horticultural Research Lab, Ft. Pierce, FL;
Golden Nematode, Ithaca, NY; Grain Leg-
ume, Pullman, WA ; Grain Research, Manhat-
tan, KS; Grape Rootstock, Geneva, NY;
Great Basin Rangelands, Boise ID/Reno, NV;
Greenhouse and Hydroponics Research,
Wooster, OH; Honey Bee Research, Baton
Rouge, LA; Hops Research, Corvallis, OR;
Improved Forage Livestock Production, Lex-
ington, KY; Integrated Farming Systems/
Dairy Forage, Madison, WI; IPM for North-
ern Climate Crops, Fairbanks, AK; Jornada
Experimental Range, Las Cruces, NM; Late
Blight Fungus, Orono, ME; Medicinal Botan-
ical Production and Processing, Beaver, WV;
Microbial Genomics, Pullman, WA/Kerrville,
TX; Minor Use Pesticides (IR-4); National
Germplasm Resources Program; National
Sclerotinia Initiative, Fargo, ND; National
Wheat and Barley Scab Initiative (Fusarium
Head Blight), various locations; Northern
Grain Insect Laboratory, Brookings, SD;
Northwest Small Fruits Research, Corvallis,
OR; Oat Virus, West Lafayette, IN; Olive
Fruit Fly, Parlier, CA/Montpellier, France;
Pecan Scab Research, Byron, GA; Pierce’s
Disease, Parlier, CA/Ft. Pierce, FL; Plant
Stress and Water Conservation, Lubbock,
TX; Potato Breeding, Aberdeen, ID; Potato
Research Enhancement, Prosser, WA; Range-
land Resources Research, Cheyenne, WY;
Rangeland Resource Management, Las
Cruces, NM; Red Imported Fire Ants, Stone-
ville, MS; Residue Management in Sugar-
cane, Houma, LA; Rice Research, Stuttgart,
AR; Risk Assessment for Bt. Corn, Ames, IA;
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Root Diseases in Wheat and Barley, Pull-
man, WA; Small Farms, Booneville, AR;
Small Fruits Research, Poplarville, MS; Sor-
ghum Research, Manhattan, KS/Bushland,
TX/Stillwater, OK/Lubbock, TX; Southwest
Pecan Research, College Station, TX; Soy-
bean and Nitrogen Fixation, Raleigh, NC;
Soybean Cyst Nematode, Stoneville, MS;
Soybean Genetics, Columbia, MO; Soybean
Research in the South, Stoneville, MS; Sud-
den Oak Disease, F't. Detrick, MD; Sugarbeet
Research, Kimberly, ID; Sugarcane Variety
Research, Canal Point, FL; Sweet Potato,
Stoneville, MS; Temperate Fruit Flies,
Yakima, WA; Turfgrass Research, Wash-
ington, DC; U.S. Pacific Basin Agricultural
Research Center, Hilo, HI; Vegetable Crops
Research, Madison, WI; Virus-free Potato
Germplasm, Palmer, AK; Viticulture Re-
search, Corvallis, OR; Wheat Quality Re-
search, Pullman, WA/Wooster, OH/Manhat-
tan, KS/Fargo, ND; Wild Rice, St. Paul MN;
Woody Genomics and Breeding for the
Southeast, Poplarville, MS; Animal Vac-
cines, Greenport, NY; Aquaculture Initia-
tive, Harbor Branch Oceanographic Insti-
tute, Stuttgart, AR; Aquaculture Initiative
for Mid-Atlantic Highlands, Leetown, WV;
Aquaculture Fisheries Center, Pine BIluff,
AR; Aquaculture Systems (Rainbow Trout),
Leetown, WV; Asian Bird Influenza, Athens,
GA; Avian Pneumovirus, Athens, GA; Bovine
Genetics, Beltsville, MD; Broiler Production
in the Mid South, Starkville, MS; Catfish
Genome, Auburn, AL; Catfish Health, Stone-
ville, MS; Dairy Forage, Madison, WI; Dairy
Genetics Research, Beltsville, MD; Formosan
Subterranean Termite, New Orleans, LA;
Livestock and Range Research, Miles City,
MT; Livestock Genome Mapping Initiative,
Clay Center, NE (including the cooperative
agreement carried out at Urbana-Cham-
paign, IL); National Center for Cool and
Coldwater Aquaculture, Leetown, WV; Aqua-
culture Systems (Freshwater Institute),
Leetown, WV; Malignant Catarrhal Fever
(MCF), Pullman, WA; National Warmwater
Aquaculture Center, Stoneville, MS; Poult
Enterititis-Mortality Syndrome (PEMS),
Athens, GA; Poultry Diseases, Beltsville,
MD/Athens,GA; Seafood Waste, Fairbanks,
AK; Shellfish Genetics, Newport, OR; Stutt-
gart National Aquaculture Research Center,
Stuttgart, AR; Trout Genome Mapping,
Leetown, WV; Vaccines and Microbe Control
for Fish Health, Auburn, AL; Aflatoxin in
Cotton, Phoenix, AZ; Biomass Crop Produc-
tion, Brookings, SD; Biotechnology Research
and Development Corporation, Peoria, IL;
Cotton Ginning Research, Las Cruces, NM;
Food Safety for Listeria and E.coli; Natural
Products, Oxford, MS; Barley Food Health
Benefits Research, Beltsville, MD; Diet and
Immune Function, Little Rock, AR; Nutri-
tional Requirements Research, Houston, TX;
Animal Welfare Information Center (NAL),
Beltsville, MD; National Center for Agri-
culture Law (NAL); Honey Bee Research
Laboratory, Tuscon, AZ; Bee Research Lab-
oratory, Beltsville, MD; Wild Rice, St. Paul,
MN; National Sedimentation Laboratory/
Seismic and Acoustics Technologies in Soils,
Oxford, MS; Midwest/Mid-South Irrigation,
Columbia, MO; Soft Wheat Research Labora-
tory, Wooster, OH; Wheat Quality Research,
Wooster, OH; and Minor Use Pesticides, Cor-
vallis, OR.

Proposed closure and consolidation of labora-
tories and programs.—The President’s budget
recommends a number of location closures,
consolidations and reductions of ongoing re-
search. The Committee does not concur with
proposals to close selected research labora-
tories and consolidate and terminate related
ongoing research programs. The Committee
directs the Agency to maintain these impor-
tant research programs and laboratories and
maintains funding which was eliminated
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under the President’s budget. The research
laboratories and ongoing base programs to
be continued and restored by this Committee
are as follows: the Avian Disease and Oncol-
ogy Laboratory, East Lansing, MI; Water
Management Research Laboratory, Brawley,
CA; new England Plant, Soil, and Water Re-
search Laboratory, Orono, ME; the Honey
Bee Research Laboratories located at Belts-
ville, MD; Baton Rouge, LA; and Tucson, AZ;
the Cereal Crops Quality Research Labora-
tories located at Fargo, ND; Madison, WI;
and Wooster, OH; Biotechnology Research
and Development Corporation, Peoria, IL;
Animal Health Consortium, Peoria, IL; and
the research and laboratories impacted at
the Western Regional Research Center, Al-
bany, CA.

Regional grains genotyping research.—Cur-
rent regional ARS laboratories characterize
germplasm and improve resistance to rusts,
blights and insect pests. Regional
genotyping centers will overcome the bar-
riers to practical use through DNA extrac-
tion and high-throughout marker screening
procedures. The Committee strongly sup-
ports this regional research program and
provides an increase of $300,000 from the fis-
cal year 2002 level for this research to be car-
ried out at the ARS research laboratory at
Raleigh, NC.

Resistance Management and Risk Assessment
in Bt Cotton and Other Plant Incorporated
Protectants.—Transgenic Bt cottons have pro-
vided outstanding control of insecticide-re-
sistant tobacco budworms and suppressed
other cotton caterpillar pests. However, po-
tential evolution of resistance in caterpillar
pests to the Bt protein(s) in transgenic cot-
ton threaten the viability of the Bt plant
protectant technology. The Environmental
Protection Agency has imposed strategies
for managing the evolution of resistance to
preserve the Bt technology, but it is impor-
tant to develop data to validate these strate-
gies. The Committee provides an increase of
$1,100,000 from the fiscal year 2002 level to
ARS at Stoneville, MS, to coordinate a na-
tional program for devising the most effec-
tive and economically sustainable produc-
tion systems for ensuring the long-term in-
tegrity of Bt crop protection and resistance
management.

Seafood waste.—The disposal of seafood
waste continues to be a national and inter-
national problem. Additional research is
needed to determine alternative uses of dis-
carded fish as a possible source of additional
income for seafood producers. The Com-
mittee supports the existing ARS/University
of Alaska collaborative research project on
feedstuff that can be generated from mate-
rials usually wasted during processing of sea-
foods. The Committee provides an increase
of $200,000 from the level of funding available
in fiscal year 2002 for expanded research to
address this problem.

Sedimentation issues in flood-control dam re-
habilitation.—Nearly 11,000 flood control
dams have been constructed by the United
States Department of Agriculture nation-
wide in 2,000 watersheds since 1944. These wa-
tershed projects represent a $14,000,000,000 in-
frastructure, providing flood control, munic-
ipal water supply, recreation, and wildlife
habitat enhancement. The life expectancy of
these dams is projected to be 50 years. Sedi-
mentation has reduced water-holing capac-
ity, structural components have deterio-
rated, and safety regulations have become
more strict. The Committee provides an in-
crease of $5600,000 from the fiscal year 2002
funding level to ARS at Oxford, MS, for as-
sessing the efficiency of these structures in
regulating floodwater, including the use of
acoustics techniques, and hazards that the
sediments may pose if introduced into the
environment.
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Shellfish genetics.—The West Coast has be-
come the largest regional producer of oysters
in the United States with an annual value of
$69,000,000. Domestic production does not
meet national demands. ARS has established
a shellfish genetics research program that
focuses on genetics, ecology and food qual-
ity. The Committee recognizes the impor-
tance of this multi-State research program
and provides an additional $300,000 from the
fiscal year 2002 funding level for shellfish ge-
netics research at the Oregon State Univer-
sity Hatfield Marine Science Center in New-
port, OR.

Silverleaf Whitefly.—The silverleaf whitefly,
also known as the sweetpotato whitefly,
causes millions of dollars in crop damage in
several States, including Hawaii. The Com-
mittee recommends participation by all af-
fected States in the collaborative effort to
control this pest.

Small fruits research.—The Committee sup-
ports the ongoing research conducted by the
Small Fruit Genetics and Pathology Re-
search unit at Corvallis, OR. The demand for
fresh and processed berries and grapes in
both domestic and international markets
continues to grow at a rapid rate. The Com-
mittee provides an increase of $300,000 from
the fiscal year 2002 level of funding for this
research which involves cooperation between
industry, State and Federal research.

Soil dynamics research.—The extent of soil
degradation in the South not only impairs
soil and water quality but also reduces prof-
itability and economic sustainability of
farms in the region. Improving profitability
of farms in the South is critical to rural
economies as farm numbers continue to de-
cline. The Committee provides an increase of
$300,000 from the fiscal year 2002 funding
level to the ARS Soil Dynamics Laboratory
at Auburn, AL, for expanded research to de-
velop technologies and strategies for man-
aging soils to increase farm profitability,
and preserve the soil resource for future gen-
erations.

Soil, plant, nutrient research.—The Com-
mittee understands the important contribu-
tions made by the ARS Ft. Collins Soil,
Plant, Nutrient Laboratory and provides an
additional $120,000 from the fiscal year 2002
funding level to support the cropping sys-
tems and nitrogen management research
program carried out at this laboratory.

Sorghum research.—Sorghum is fourth on
the list of economically important grains,
behind corn, soybeans, and wheat. However,
very little is known about the alternative
uses of this major U.S. cash crop with an es-
timated value of over $2,100,000,000 in 1999.
The Committee provides an increase of
$150,000 from the fiscal year 2002 funding
level for expanded research at the ARS Grain
Sorghum Research Laboratory, Manhattan,
KS, on the measurement of sorghum quality
and the development of alternative uses of
this important crop.

Sudden oak disease syndrome.—This is a fun-
gus that has afflicted wood and nursery prod-
ucts in California and Oregon in the last sev-
eral years. Very little is known on how the
fungus is spread, which species are vulner-
able, and how afflicted species can be treat-
ed. The Committee is concerned about the
potential spread of the fungus to other parts
of the country without the appropriate
treatment and management of the disease.
The Committee provides an increase of
$150,000 from the fiscal year 2002 level to the
ARS Ft. Detrick, MD, research laboratory
for research critical in stemming the spread
of this disease.

Sugarbeet research.—There are 230,000 acres
of sugarbeets grown in Idaho and eastern Or-
egon requiring research technologies to
maintain and enhance production and profit-
ability. The Committee provides an increase
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of $150,000 from the fiscal year 2002 funding
level to support research to reduce irrigation
and energy costs essential to sugarbeet pro-
duction. This research is carried out at the
ARS Kimberly, ID, research station.

Sugarcane research.—The Committee is
aware of the urgent need for ARS research to
provide viable, cost-effective ‘‘green cane’’
harvesting methods that will provide alter-
natives to burning cane in the field. The
Committee provides an increase of $300,000
from the fiscal year 2002 funding level for
this research to be carried out at the Houma,
LA, research station.

Sweet Potato Research.—Sweet potato is a
high value, nutritious, alternative crop for
the Mid South. Improved production prac-
tices, including timing of planting, agro-
nomic practices, and pest control, have the
potential for doubling the level of production
per acre, further increasing the profitability
of this small farm crop. The Committee pro-
vides an increase of $350,000 from the fiscal
year 2002 funding level for ARS, Stoneville,
MS, to conduct research on sweet potato pro-
duction in cooperation with the Alcorn State
University Demonstration Farm at Mound
Bayou, MS.

Swine lagoon alternatives research.—The
Committee is aware of the research carried
out at the ARS Florence, SC, laboratory to
treat the waste on small swine farms at a
reasonable cost while meeting stringent en-
vironmental regulations. The Committee
provides an increase of $600,000 for this re-
search from the fiscal year 2002 funding
level.

Tree Fruit Industry.—The Committee be-
lieves the U.S. tree fruit industry is a vital
part of the economy in many regions of this
country, and its economic viability is seri-
ously threatened by an unprecedented down-
turn in profitability. To enhance its com-
petitiveness, the Committee believes the in-
dustry needs additional tools to reduce its
costs. The Committee recommends that
USDA consult with the U.S. tree fruit indus-
try to develop, enhance and disseminate a
range of new approaches and technologies,
including: fruit genomics, fruit quality, pre-
cision agriculture applications, sensor tech-
nology, and intelligent and automated or-
chard and fruit handling systems that will
lower costs and improve fruit quality. The
Committee requests that USDA develop a
plan to address the tree fruit industry’s
needs and report its progress to the Com-
mittee no later than January 1, 2003.

Trout genome mapping.—The Committee
recognizes the important tools of molecular
genetics and biotechnology, and their appli-
cation to solve problems facing the cool and
cold water aquaculture industry, which has
had a flat growth profile nationally, but is
an emerging industry in the Appalachian re-
gion. The Committee provides an increase of
$600,000 from the fiscal year 2002 funding
level for research on cool and cold water spe-
cies at the National Center for Cool and Cold
Water Aquaculture, in collaboration with
West Virginia University.

Tomato Spotted Wilt Virus.—The Committee
is aware of the widespread losses caused by
the tomato spotted wilt virus in Hawaii and
encourages the agency to collaborate with a
fund as appropriate University of Hawaii sci-
entists to transfer generic resistance to to-
mato spotted wilt virus into University of
Hawaii breeding 