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

The Senate met at 8:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. STEVENS].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Once
again, today’s prayer will be offered by
the guest Chaplain, Father Charles V.
Antonicelli of St. Joseph’s Catholic
Church on Capitol Hill.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Almighty God, we bow before Your
majesty this day. You are God: we
praise You; You are the Lord: we ac-
claim You; You are the eternal Father:
all creation worships You.

We give You thanks, Lord, for the
many blessings You have bestowed
upon us and our families. Continue to
guide us in the ways of Your justice
and peace. Help us to be compassionate
and caring to others, especially those
most neglected, those most forgotten.

Bless the men and women of this
Senate in their deliberations today,
Lord. Be their constant guide and pro-
tection, so that they may shine forth
Your glory to Your people.

We ask this in Your holy Name.
Amen.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. May |
ask the distinguished chairman of the
Finance Committee, Senator GRASS-
LEY, to lead us in the Pledge of Alle-
giance.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
a Senator from the State of lowa, led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:
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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.

——————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from lowa is recognized.

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, |
have the opening script that the major-
ity leader would usually give. I will do
it in his stead.

The Senate will begin debate in rela-
tion to the conference report to accom-
pany H.R. 2, the jobs and economic
growth bill. Under the previous order,
the Senate will vote on the adoption of
the conference report at 9:30 a.m.

Following the disposition of the con-
ference report, the Senate will consider
H.J. 51, the debt limit extension legis-
lation. Amendments to the measure
are expected throughout the day.
Therefore, rollcall votes will occur into
the afternoon. If Members show re-
straint in the number of amendments
offered, the Senate could complete ac-
tion on this necessary measure early in
the afternoon.

Following completion of the debt
limit extension, the Senate will take
up the unemployment insurance exten-
sion.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

JOBS AND GROWTH TAX RELIEF
RECONCILIATION ACT, 2003—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 2,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Committee of Conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2),
to provide for reconciliation pursuant to sec-
tion 201 of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2004, having met, have
agreed that the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate,
and agree to the same with an amendment,
signed by a majority of the conferees on the
part of both Houses.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
conference report.

(The conference report is printed in
the RECORD of May 22, 2003)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, there is 1 hour of
debate.

The Senator from Nevada is recog-
nized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the only
thing | want to say is that there is a
limited amount of time. If people are
not here to use their time, they just
don’t get that time. The two managers
are here. As | indicated late last night,
the order was entered for a certain
amount of time for individual Sen-
ators. If they are not here, they will
not be able to use that time later on
today.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, |
yield myself such time as | might con-
sume.
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I would like to refer to the capital
gains provisions of the compromise
bill. 1 discussed last night the benefits
of seeing capital gains reduced to 15
percent, and 5 percent for low-income
families and individuals. But 1 also
want to emphasize the simplification
that we are bringing to the capital
gains rates. While we still have the 1-
year division between short-term and
long-term capital gains, we have elimi-
nated the 5-year holding period and the
18-percent rate.

It is a small but very important step
in actually eliminating lots of lines
and lots of calculations that taxpayers
face in their annual returns. The Joint
Tax Committee has stated that there is
much need for simplification of capital
gains. The Joint Tax Committee notes
that Congress has received continual
testimony that capital gains is a
source of enormous complexity. So in
this compromise, we make a very good
start on an important source of com-
plexity in the Tax Code.

Let me make clear for my colleagues
that for many middle-and low-income
families, we make capital gains as sim-
ple as possible. At the end of the time
period of this bill, middle- and low-in-
come families will pay zero capital
gains. Of course, it doesn’t get much
simpler than that because zero brings
it down to nothing.

I now would like to deal with the
issue of corporate governance that was
a significant part of the Senate bill.

The Senate bill contained several
major provisions that seek to put an
end to the Enron abuses and corporate
shell games that we have all learned so
much about recently. These con artists
who had keys to the executive wash-
rooms have devastated the lives of mil-
lions of workers and shareholders.

I am proud to have worked closely
with my colleague, Senator BAucus, on
so many of these provisions with the
goal of addressing and reforming cor-
porate governance. While |1 very much
wish we could have seen these reforms
incorporated in the House-Senate con-
ference committee, let me be very
clear that the snake oil salesmen
should not be celebrating. | intend to
continue to work very hard to press to
have these provisions incorporated into
other tax legislation and ultimately
placed into the statute books.

For example, some of the critical
corporate tax shelter provisions that
were in the Senate bill are already in-
cluded in the Charitable Giving Act—
what we call the CARE Act—because
these are used for ‘“‘pay-fors’ in this
legislation. The CARE Act will soon go
to conference with the House.

In addition, | expect us to soon re-
visit provisions regarding corporate in-
versions where corporations set up
overseas offices, basically simply a file
drawer. They do this simply to escape
taxation.

Other legislation that | expect we
will have a chance to consider again
would include the Baucus-Grassley pro-
visions dealing with fines and pen-
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alties—ending the loopholes that allow
Wall Street firms to escape the real
costs of their own wrongdoing.

I am very proud of the bipartisan ef-
forts of the Senate Finance Committee
to shut down corporate tax shelters
and promote proper corporate govern-
ance.

| apologize to my colleagues if it is
immodest. But | suggest the legislation
contained in the Senate finance bill
probably represents the most sweeping
tax reforms in a generation to seek to
clean up corporations and shut down
the pin-striped con artists.

I will continue to push for these
needed reforms, and | expect that we
will have step-by-step success in stop-
ping corporate shelters and providing
greater protection to the shareholders
and workers.

| yield the floor and reserve my time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, | yield
10 minutes to the Senator from Min-
nesota, Mr. DAYTON.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Min-
nesota for 10 minutes.

Mr. DAYTON. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. | thank my colleague from Mon-
tana.

Mr. President, this tax bill is one of
the most dangerous, destructive, and
dishonorable acts of Government that |
have ever seen. It is a shameful looting
of the Federal Treasury by the rich and
powerful in America—compliments of
their friends in Congress. It uses every
trick in the budget book to line the
pockets of the upper class. It cuts the
top tax rates immediately, retro-
actively, and permanently. It lowers
the top rate by almost twice as much
as the next three. That gives the most
rate reduction to people who are mak-
ing over $370,000 a year, only half of
that rate reduction to people making
over $150,000 a year, and no rate reduc-
tion at all to people in the bottom two
brackets—the 10 and 15 percent rates.
There is just a tweaking of the bottom
10-percent bracket, which provides $100
a year to couples and $50 a year to indi-
viduals. That is also the only change to
a tax bracket which is temporary. The
top rate cuts are all permanent.

So let me repeat. An individual with
an annual income of less than $35,000
gets a tax cut of $50 a year. A married
couple, without dependents, with an
annual income of less than $50,000 gets
a tax cut of $100. A person with an an-
nual income of over $1 million receives
a tax cut averaging over $93,000 in the
first year alone.

Now, one of the very few good provi-
sions in the bill is an increase in the
child tax credit of $400 per child. That
is the one provision of any real benefit
to middle-income families. But the
conference report drops the Senate pro-
vision to improve the part of the child
tax credit going to families making
$10,000 to $30,000 a year. There evi-
dently was not enough room in this
$350 billion tax giveaway to help them.
They get nothing so the rich get more.
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The conferees also threw out the Sen-
ate’s elimination of tax avoidance
loopholes, as the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee just described, and
he deserves great credit for making the
best effort possible, along with his Sen-
ate conferees, to keep these good Sen-
ate provisions in the final report but
they did not make it.

So Americans working overseas are
continued to be allowed to pay no taxes
on their first $80,000 of income—$80,000
tax free off the top, regardless of ex-
penses or circumstances. They kept the
loopholes allowing many corporations
to move offshore and pay little or no
taxes on their income.

You see how perverse this tax bill is.
Every part of it is carefully con-
structed to give as much as possible to
the rich and as little as possible to ev-
eryone else.

According to the Brookings Institu-
tion Tax Policy Center, over half of all
American households will get a tax cut
of $100 or less. The households in the
middle-income range will get tax cuts
averaging $217, and households with in-
comes above $1 million will get tax
cuts averaging $93,500 a year.

It is like the White House is having a
big banquet for the gobbling up of
America and everybody is invited—ex-
cept there is one menu for the rich of
America and there is another one for
the rest of America. The rich start
with oysters on the half shells. After
they are done, the rest get the shells.
Then the rich are served prime rib and
filet mignon. The rest get Hamburger
Helper. The rich wash it down with
Dom Perignon champagne, and the rest
with Boone’s Farm. Then the rest are
asked to leave before dessert because it
is too rich for them.

Dessert is a dividends and capital
gains tax cut. The unearned income of
the rich and super-rich is to be taxed at
only 15 percent rather than between 20
and 35 percent, although, in fact, many
of the rich and super-rich will pay even
less than that.

Yesterday’s Wall Street Journal had
a headline: ““Some Investors Could Cut
Tax to Zero or Close.” Ronald
Pearlman, a tax law professor at
Georgetown University, is quoted in
the Wall Street Journal as saying of
the conference report:

| guarantee it produces very, very low tax
rates, possibly even zero.

So the wealthiest Americans will pay
little or no personal income taxes. This
tax bill ends this country’s progressive
Tax Code, and it replaces it with a per-
verse Tax Code.

It was said earlier that lower and
lower-middle income taxpayers are
going to get a zero-percent rate on
their dividends and capital gains—for
all three of them who can use it. While
we are at it, why don’t we eliminate
their taxes on private jets, ski chalets,
and gifts of over $500,000?

Most lower income or middle-income
taxpayers have their dividends in tax-
free accounts today. There is no addi-
tional benefit to them. Very few of
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them have capital gains of any sizable
amount to benefit from this reduction.
These are reductions targeted right to-
ward the rich and the super-rich, the
wealthiest 5 percent, the wealthiest 1
percent of Americans and their un-
earned income, the income they did not
work for every day—get out of bed, go
to work, punch a clock, work, come
out, and go home to their families—
they pay at a lower rate on their un-
earned income than working Ameri-
cans pay on their earned income.

There is something wrong here—very
wrong here. This conference report is
also dishonest. It is intentionally de-
ceptive. It was required to be limited
to a cost of $350 billion. That is what
the Senate said: $350 billion; that
meant of reduced revenues over 10
years. Well, evidently that was not
nearly enough for the House conferees
to feed the greed of everyone lined up
at the public trough over there. So the
conferees and the White House officials
decided to cheat on the rules, not just
a little but a lot.

They created these fictions, trans-
parently ridiculous pretenses, that
these big tax cuts would take effect
there, run for 2 or 3 years, and then
stop—end entirely.

Well, | guarantee you—because ev-
eryone here knows—Congress will act
next year to make those new tax cuts
permanent, just as this tax bill that we
are passing today—I expect we will—
contains an additional tax cost of $1.3
trillion over the next 10 years. That is
the cost during that time of making
tax cuts in the 2001 tax bill—the one 2
years go—permanent. If and when
these new tax cuts that are in this bill
today are made permanent, then their
10-year cost will be another $1 trillion.

Where will that extra $2.3 trillion
come from? From raiding the surplus
of the Social Security trust fund for
the next 10 years and then so-called
“borrowing’’ the rest of it. But ‘‘bor-
rowing” isn’t really the right term, be-
cause we have no intention of paying it
all back ourselves. If we did, we would
not be behaving this way. No, most of
our borrowing will be paid by the gen-
eration who are children today and by
generations yet unborn.

Borrowing money from future gen-
erations without their knowledge or
their consent—reducing their future in-
comes and standards of living—is not
borrowing. There are a lot of people
now in American prisons who are doing
serious prison time for that kind of
borrowing.

This is a tax bill that will cost about
$2.3 trillion during the next 10 years
that we do not have, so the rich and
the super-rich can have their taxes re-
duced or eliminated. No wonder we
can’t get a copy of it. I have not seen
a copy. | couldn’t get a copy last night
of the conference report. They don’t
want anybody to see it. They shouldn’t.
It shouldn’t be passed, either.

When | arrived in the Senate almost
2Y> years ago, | was so optimistic that
we would make lives better throughout
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America by sharing our abundance.
President Clinton and Congress, at
that time, with an expanding economy,
produced the first budget surplus in the
on-budget account in 40 years, and the
surpluses were projected to continue
for each of the next 10 years.

The other big fund of the Federal
Government, the Social Security Trust
Fund, was also expected to run sizeable
surpluses for the next decade. What a
great opportunity. There could be pre-
scription drug coverage for seniors, the
long-promised Federal share of 40 per-
cent funding for special education, and
more important work, and still be fis-
cally responsible. Now it has all been
thrown away—or given away—to those
who do not need it and kept away from
those who do.

This year’s combined Federal budget
deficit will be around $400 billion, even
though the Social Security Trust Fund
will be running a $160 billion surplus.
That means the non-Social Security
account of the Federal Government,
the so-called on-budget account, which
is almost all the rest of the Federal
Government’s operations, will run a
deficit of about $550 billion—after run-
ning a surplus just 3 years ago.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Minnesota has used his 10
minutes.

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that | be given 1
minute more.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

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

In fiscal year 2000, the Federal on-
budget revenues, which come almost
entirely from personal and corporate
income taxes, from estate taxes, cap-
ital gains taxes, and excise taxes, to-
taled 101 percent of expenditures. This
year, they will scarcely cover two-
thirds of expenditures.

The tax base of the Federal Govern-
ment is being destroyed. Who will tell
the American people? It is hard for
anyone to discern the truth from all of
the conflicting words and numbers; but
the American people must learn the
truth. They also must act, because the
looting of America will not stop until
Americans stop it.

It is not too late. It is almost, but
not quite, too late.

1 yield the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro
Senator from lowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr.
yield 5 minutes to the
Texas.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Texas is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
thank the distinguished chairman of
the committee for a job well done. This
has been difficult. When | hear people
talking about the tax bill and saying it
is really amazing that we sunset some
of these taxes and then bring them
back—no one wanted to do that. The

tempore. The

President, |
Senator from
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reason we have to sunset some of these
taxes is that we had to work within an
artificial constraint of $350 billion.
That is why we have sunsets. What we
certainly hope to do is not to sunset
these tax cuts, the tax relief for hard-
working American families, but in-
stead to allow these to go forward. We
will have to pass new legislation to do
it.

Even with these modest tax cuts, we
are going to spur the economy. People
seem to forget that the purpose of this
bill is to stimulate the economy.
Eighty percent of the benefit of low-
ering the top rate to 35 percent goes to
small businesses, and small businesses
are going to reap the benefits. Small
business is the job creator of America.
It is small business we want to spur to
create jobs. We want to put people
back to work. The purpose of the legis-
lation is to put people back to work
and, in addition, to bring a little eqg-
uity into the system.

Why in the world would we have a
penalty on marriage? Why would a cou-
ple in Abilene, TX, who make $65,000 a
year pay $1,000 more in taxes just be-
cause they got married? We go a long
way toward eliminating the marriage
penalty tax with this bill, and we are
going to do everything we can to keep
that in place from now on. There
should not be a penalty for marriage.
We should treat everyone equally. The
marriage penalty bill was mine. It is a
part of this legislation. | am going to
do everything in my power to keep it
forever, doubling the standard deduc-
tion and doubling the 15 percent brack-
et when people get married. That is for
the lowest income and moderate-in-
come people.

We are making a giant leap for child
tax credits, from $600 to $1,000, because
it is our families who are suffering so
much today. We are going to do every-
thing in our power to make the child
tax credit absolutely permanent.

I want to discuss the State aid pack-
age because as we speak this morning,
the Texas Legislature is in the last
days of its regular session. They meet
every other year for 6 months. They
are in the last days of that session, and
they are grappling with over $500 mil-
lion. | spoke to Lt. Gov. David
Dewhurst yesterday. He and the Speak-
er of the House, Tom Craddick, are
working diligently to cut the budget,
to try to be fair, try not to cut services
too much.

Help is on the way. My State of
Texas is going to receive more than
$1.2 billion in aid over the next 2 years.
Under this proposal we are going to
pass today, more than $510 million will
go for Medicaid help. That is one of the
biggest problems my State and many
others have. $710 million will go in
block grants for essential government
services so they will be able to put this
money where it is most needed—$510
million for Medicaid, $710 million in
block grants. And it is going to be this
year and next year. | hope this will re-
solve the problems of my State, as it
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has done as much as it can right now.
The legislature is grappling with it. We
are going to help my State and every
State in America.

We understand the hard times be-
cause the Federal Government is feel-
ing it, too. We have increased national
defense responsibilities, increased
homeland security, and our States
have as well. So help is on the way.

I am very pleased to have been part
of the group who worked on the State
aid package to try to help. | have been
reading the Texas papers. | see the
problems we face.

The committee did an outstanding
job. I commend the House. | commend
the President of the United States for
his leadership. The President didn’t
just sit on his laurels after doing a
great job in lIraq, a wonderful job pro-
tecting the young men and women of
our country; he said: We are going to
put people back to work. The President
deserves credit. The Senate and House
deserve credit. We will put people back
to work in this country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). Who yields time?

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, | yield
10 minutes to the Senator from North
Dakota.

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

Mr. CONRAD. | thank the ranking
member.

Mr. President, this bill I call the pol-
icy of the three Ds. This is a policy of
debt, deficits, and decline.

This policy is reckless and irrespon-
sible as fiscal policy. It will hurt, not
help, economic growth and it is totally
unfair. In terms of irresponsibility,
nothing says it better than this chart.

Two years ago, the President told us
we would virtually pay off the debt of
this country by 2008. Now instead we
see, by adopting his policy, we will
have a debt of over $5 trillion by 2008.
That is just the beginning of the story
because that is the publicly held debt.
The gross debt of the United States is
skyrocketing as well, from over $6 tril-
lion at the end of this year to $12 tril-
lion at the end of this budget period,
and all of this occurs at the worst pos-
sible time. We are about to see a demo-
graphic time-bomb hit this country
called the baby boom generation.

This chart shows the Medicare and
Social Security trust funds and the
cost of the tax cuts. What it shows is
that when the trust fund goes cash neg-
ative in the next decade as the baby
boomers retire, at that very time the
cost of these tax cuts explodes, driving
us deep into deficits and debt at levels
that are utterly unsustainable.

The irony of this package is that it is
looting the Social Security trust fund
of virtually every dime over the next 10
years to pay for these tax cuts. Of the
$2.7 trillion in surpluses in Social Secu-
rity over the next decade, this policy
takes $2.698 trillion to pay for tax cuts
and other expenses—again, at the
worst possible time.

The news from the Treasury Depart-
ment is that things are getting much
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worse. Already this year, revenue is
running $100 billion below forecast. If
that continues, we will have the lowest
revenue as a percentage of gross do-
mestic product since 1959. Two years
ago, the President justified the tax
cuts on the basis that revenue was high
as a percentage of GDP. Now it is low,
and yet his answer is the same.

On this very day when our colleagues
on the other side are pushing a tax
plan that, without gimmicks, would
cost $1 trillion, they are also advo-
cating nearly a $1 trillion increase in
the national debt—much higher than
the last increase in the national debt of
$450 billion. This is the biggest increase
in the national debt in our history—all
at the same time they are advocating a
tax cut which they say will cost $350
billion but which we have already
heard from colleagues in the Chamber
is disguised in its true cost. It will cost
up to $1 trillion if the gimmicks are
eliminated.

It is ineffective as stimulus because
very little of this plan is effective this
year. Only $55 billion is effective this
year. That is about 16 percent of the
advertised cost. It is only about 5 per-
cent of the real cost if the gimmicks
are eliminated.

This plan is grossly unfair. Those
who earn over $1 million get a $93,000
tax break this year on average. Those
in the middle income range get $217.
Our colleagues on the other side will
say: The rich pay more in taxes, so
they should get more of a tax break.
They don’t pay that much more. This
is what the wealthiest among us pay in
terms of all Federal taxes. They pay 23
percent. But under this plan, they get
38 percent of the benefit. It is a pretty
good investment for them. And, unfor-
tunately, unfair to the vast majority of
Americans. Our colleagues say it is a
growth plan, a jobs plan. No, it is not.
This is not a jobs-and-growth plan. In
fact, the people who have been hired by
the White House and the CBO to do
that kind of analysis tell us this plan is
worse than doing nothing after 2004.
You get a little bit of a bump in 2003
and 2004—just a little bit—one-half of 1
percent of GDP, which is about half as
much as you would get with a well-de-
signed stimulus package.

But the outyear effect is negative be-
cause it is all borrowed money. Here
are what the economists are telling us.
Ten Nobel laureates:

The tax cut proposed by President Bush is
not the answer to our problems.

It is not just 10 Nobel laureates. It is
the Joint Committee on Taxation say-
ing:

The simulations indicate that eventually
the effect of the increasing deficit will
outweigh the positive effects of the tax pol-
icy. . ..

Mr. President, this thing is so loaded
with gimmicks that it is a now-you-
see-it-now-you-don’t tax policy.

On dividends, it goes from 38.6 per-
cent down to 15 percent. It stays there
for 6 years and then jumps up to 35 per-
cent. There is no consistency. The
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same on small business exemptions.
That goes from $25,000 to $100,000 in 3
years and then back down to $25,000.
It’s the same thing on the 10 percent
bracket. It wanders around and goes
down to nothing in 2011, 2012, 2013—all
to hide the true cost of this plan. Here
is the child tax credit. It goes up to
$1,000 for 2 years. Then it goes back to
$700 for 4 years, then up to $800, then up
to $1,000, and then back down to $500
for the last 3 years.

Mr. President, this gives credibility a
bad name.

Marriage penalty. For 2 years, it is at
$9,500 to eliminate the marriage pen-
alty, and it drops down to $8,265, giving
people a big tax increase in the third
year. Then it goes back up to $9,500 in
2009 and in 2010, and then it plunges to
$7,950.

Even a mother could not love this
child. This is a bad plan—bad for the
economy, bad for the fiscal future of
the country. It is going to weaken
America, not strengthen it.

I urge my colleagues to think twice.
People are going to be held account-
able for this vote. This is a scandal in
the making. We are going to read that
there are perverse results from this tax
policy.

| yield the floor.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, |
yield myself such time as | might con-
sume. | want to respond to the state-
ments just made because it brings up
the issue of the Federal debt.

We have heard from the other side
that we are unconcerned about the
Federal debt, as if they are concerned
about it. | want to remind my col-
leagues—particularly those on the
other side of the aisle—of how many
amendments we had during the budget
debate and during the omnibus appro-
priations bill debate back in January
where there was amendment after
amendment after amendment after
amendment on the other side of the
aisle to spend more money—spend
more money.

When it came to the budget, there
was amendment after amendment after
amendment to take money away from
the part of the budget of giving author-
ity for tax relief and reducing that
amount of money. Did it go against the
bottom line? No. They took the money
they wanted to take away from tax re-
lief and spent it someplace else.

So don’t give me this sort of lesson
that they are concerned about the def-
icit and we are unconcerned about the
deficit. If they were concerned about
the deficit and they wanted to cut the
amount of money we are going to give
for tax relief and put it against the
bottom line, then | would believe them.
But it is just the opposite. When they
want to spend it someplace else, the
bottom line stays the same, the bottom
line of the budget is not reduced.

The problem here is they don’t want
any tax relief because they want to
spend it. They think they know better
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how to spend it than the taxpayers. It
isn’t going to do as much economic
good if the 535 members of Congress de-
cide how to spend it. If the people back
home spend it, it is going to turn over
more times in the economy and create
more jobs.

They think the American taxpayers
are undertaxed and that is why we have
a budget deficit. The American people
are not undertaxed, and it is not under-
taxation that is the cause of the def-
icit. The cause of the deficit is the
overspending, and that overspending is
best exemplified by amendment after
amendment. Two times this year we
have had those vote-aramas, with
amendment after amendment to spend
more money.

This is about giving money back to
the American taxpayers. If we are wor-
ried about the deficit, we will express
that worry by spending less.

| yield the floor.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, let me
take on the spending argument because
I have heard it over and over, and it is
the biggest canard offered on this floor.
We have heard before that on our side
we offered $500 billion of amendments
on the supplemental. We did not. They
have taken 1-year amendments that
were offered singly and accumulated
them and made them 10-year amend-
ments. We offered $32 billion of amend-
ments separately. They were not of-
fered as a package.

Interestingly enough, what our Re-
publican colleagues did is they went
into conference committee—which
they excluded us from—and they added
$60 billion in spending. Who are the big
spenders? Let’s set the record straight.
On the budget resolution, we did offer a
series of amendments to do things such
as fund the war, which wasn’t in the
budget, and to fund homeland security,
which was inadequately funded in the
budget. But we offset every one of
those amendments. We paid for them,
and the overall budget we offered was
$1.2 trillion less in debt than the Presi-
dent’s budget plan.

Let’s talk about who is serious about
fiscal responsibility. Who offered the
serious plans to reduce the growth of
deficits and debt? | say to my friends,
they told America 2 years ago they had
a plan to pay off virtually all of the
debt by 2008. Do you know what we see
now? We have adopted their plan and,
instead of paying off the debt, it is
going to be $5.2 trillion of publicly held
debt by 2008.

The gross debt of the U.S. is going to
double during this budget period—at
the worst possible time, right before
the baby boomers retire. The outcome
is as clear as it can be; as clear as it
can be. We have record deficits now.
The President’s budget increases
spending by $600 billion above the base-
line, cuts revenue by $1.6 trillion.
There can only be one result: deeper
and deeper deficits and debt, and at the
worst possible time, right before the
baby boomers retire.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from lowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, he
just admitted | was right. He said
every time they took money away from
our tax cut allotment in the budget,
they took it to offset spending some-
place else. That is exactly my point.
They never did take any money away
from it to put against the bottom line.
They took it away because they want-
ed to spend it someplace else. They
want to continue that money coming
into Washington. They want more
money to spend. | will take them seri-
ously when they want to reduce the
amount of money in the budget for tax
cuts and put it against the bottom line.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield
for question? Mr. President, may | have
30 seconds.

Mr. BAUCUS. 1 yield 30 seconds more
to the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, facts
are stubborn things, | say to the chair-
man of the Finance Committee. The
budget we offered on our side did ex-
actly what you were challenging us to
do. We had $1.2 trillion less in deficits
in our plan than the plan offered on
your side. You said you want to cut
back on the tax cuts, bring it to the
bottom line. That is what we did. As a
result, we would have had $1.2 trillion
less in deficit if our plan had been
adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, |
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Oklahoma.

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, on oc-
casion it sounds as if we are redebating
the budget. That is not what we are de-
bating. We are debating a growth pack-
age. The fact is, last year we did not
have a budget. This year we do have a
budget. This year we have a tax bill to
help grow the economy.

Some of my colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side offered a tax bill as well. It
was $152 billion. This tax bill is $316 bil-
lion. It is not even $350 billion. |1 keep
hearing it is $350 billion, but there is
about $34 billion in spending. One of
the amendments passed with 97 votes.
It did not have my vote.

My point is, it is a $316 billion tax
cut over 10 years. Over those 10 years,
we are going to have revenues of about
$25 trillion, $26 trillion. We did load it
upfront because we want to have as
much economic impact as we possibly
can. The economy is very soft, and we
wanted to grow the economy. We did
things to help encourage investments
and jobs. We were taxing capital in-
vestment far too much. We tax divi-
dends higher than any country in the
world. That is absurd.

Basically, we are cutting the divi-
dend tax a little bit more than half. We
did not do as well, in my opinion, as we
did in the Senate. That is part of the
compromise. We took part of the House
provision. We are going to tax capital
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gains at 15 percent and tax dividends at
15 percent. | think there is common
sense in taxing both at that level.

I heard someone say there is nothing
in here for low-income people. That is
not true. A couple who have two Kids
get $800 additional in child credit. If
they have a combined income of $56,000,
they get another $1,200 in marriage
penalty relief. That is $2,000. So if
someone says that is nothing, that may
mean their tax bracket, one, does not
exceed 15 percent and also,
percentagewise, it is probably well over
half their tax liability. | just make
those points.

We also accelerated the rates, as we
should. I keep hearing this is a tax cut
for the wealthy. The maximum tax
rate in 1992 was 31 percent. When we
are done with this, the maximum tax
rate is going to be 35 percent—still sig-
nificantly higher, still about 13 percent
higher than it was in 1991. We hear all
this demagoguery of class warfare and
people trying to play on other people. |
disagree.

The State aid program is $20 billion.
I want to make sure everybody under-
stands that this is a temporary pro-
gram—I want that in the RECORD for—
for the States. | have a feeling States
may be coming a year from now say-
ing: We need this to be extended, either
the FMAP portion or assistance going
directly to the States.

All persons who sponsored this and
were critical for getting it in this bill
said it is temporary. It is temporary. It
shall not be extended. Everyone agreed
to that—House and Senate. The House
did not want it in. Many on this side
did not want it in. We agreed to have it
in have as a temporary program. |
wanted to allude to that. Finally, |
compliment Senator GRASSLEY for his
leadership because, without his leader-
ship, we would not have had this bill.
We might not have had a budget.
Frankly, we have a budget, and we
have a bill. Many people are throwing
rocks and stones saying this is terrible.
We do have a budget, and we are trying
to do a growth package. We are doing a
growth package just about double what
the Democrats proposed, except the
Democrats in their growth package
proposed almost all spending. | think
three-fourths is spending. This package
has real incentives for growth, invest-
ment, and jobs. Let’s help the econ-
omy. The economy is far too soft. We
want to encourage the economy to
grow. | think this proposal will do
that. Again, | thank my colleague from
lowa for his leadership in making that
happen. | also thank our leader, Sen-
ator FRIST. This has been a challenging
process to get both the budget and rec-
onciliation through. We did the budget
on time, almost in record time, and
this reconciliation bill is the earliest |
have seen Congress act. We should act
because the economy is soft now. It
needs assistance.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, this bill
is called the ““Jobs and Growth Tax Re-
lief Reconciliation Act.” That name is
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wrong. This bill is not about creating
jobs and stimulating economic growth.
It is about helping the elite few with
large tax cuts, while burdening the ma-
jority of Americans with a huge debt.

Fairness is an American value. And
this bill is far from fair.

Those making $1 million per year
will get a $93,000 tax cut—more than
twice the annual income of the typical
working family. Meanwhile, 53 percent
of Americans will get less than $100.
The average tax cut in 2003 for those in
the middle of the income spectrum will
be $217. And married couples with two
children and incomes between $10,000
and $21,000 receive no tax cut at all.

To make matters worse, the mar-
riage penalty relief that was in this
bill—something that would have helped
most working families—was scaled
back in order to provide larger tax cuts
on dividends and capital gains—some-
thing that helps only the elite few.
Only about 25 percent of Americans re-
ceive taxable dividends. And, according
to the Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities, 39 percent of the benefits of
that initiative would go to million-
aires; another 44 percent would go to
the top 10 percent of taxpayers; and
only 17 percent of the benefit would go
to the bottom 89 percent of taxpayers.

If most Americans are not getting
tax relief in this bill, what are most
Americans getting? Debt. This bill is
fiscally irresponsible. The federal budg-
et deficit stands at $400 billion—the
largest deficit ever. And our national
debt is spiraling upward. In fact, later
today, the Senate will vote on a bill to
increase the debt limit by nearly $1
trillion.

These numbers sound abstract. But
they have an impact on all Americans.
Because of the higher long-term inter-
est rates that will result, economists
have estimated that the rising deficits
and debts will, by 2012, take $1000 every
year out of the pockets of working
Americans.

And, the Republican leadership has
indicated that they intend to come
back and extend the tax cuts that are
sunset in this bill. If those provisions
are extended, the cost through 2013 will
be between $807 billion and $1.06 tril-
lion—even more deficit and even great-
er debt.

This robs Social Security and Medi-
care surpluses and borrows from our
children’s future. And it denies us the
resources we need to defend our home-
land from terrorists and educate our
children.

In these bad economic times—times
of high unemployment, slow growth,
and fragile consumer confidence—our
first priority should be to stimulate
the economy. That is why | believe we
need a tax and growth bill. The prob-
lem is, this bill does not do it.

In fact, the one provision in the Sen-
ate-passed bill that would have pro-
vided a big boost to our economy—the
Ensign-Boxer amendment—was taken
out of the bill.

Our amendment would have lowered
the tax rate, for one year only, on the
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earnings of the foreign subsidiaries of
American companies—if those earnings
were brought back to the United States
and invested in jobs and the economy.
Current official estimates conclude
that between $140 and $300 billion in do-
mestic foreign subsidiary income
would have been brought back into the
American economy during the one-year
period. These funds would have helped
create American jobs and American op-
portunities with billions of dollars cur-
rently left overseas.

But that provision, even though it
had broad bipartisan support and
passed the Senate 75-25, was stripped
from the bill. The one provision that
would have done the most to stimulate
the economy was dropped from the bill.

I am also disappointed that this bill
drops my amendment to require those
who fail to pay the child support they
owe, to add the amount they owe to
their taxable income. It was the mor-
ally right thing to do.

The conferees also failed to close the
business tax loophole for giant Sport
Utility Vehicles (SUVs). In fact, this
bill quadruples that loophole. Under
this bill, small businesses will be able
to deduct up to $100,000 of the cost of
these huge passenger vehicles in one
year at least through 2005. Smaller
SUVs and cars are limited to a deduc-
tion of $7,660 in the first year, and
$4,900 in the second year after the pur-
chase. This cap is not changed in the
bill. But the SUV cap is. As a result,
people who do not need a giant SUV for
business purposes will buy giant SUVs
to take advantage of the much larger
tax break.

We should scrap this bill and start
over. We should pass a bill that would
cut taxes for every working American,
providing an average benefit of over
$1,600 to a family of four making $50,000
a year. We should pass a bill that
would provide real assistance to the 8.8
million Americans who are currently
unemployed. We should accelerate the
refundability of the child tax credit,
accelerate the elimination of the mar-
riage penalty, and extend and expand
unemployment insurance for those
looking for work, including the one
million people who have already ex-
hausted their benefits.

We should pass a bill that really
sparks economic growth. It should in-
clude the Ensign-Boxer Invest in the
U.S.A. proposal. It should, as the
Democratic plan did, assist small busi-
nesses with their health care expenses
by providing a 50 percent tax credit in
2003. And very important for Cali-
fornia, it should provide $40 billion in
immediate aid to state and local gov-
ernments.

That would be a good bill to stimu-
late the economy, provide help to the
vast majority of working Americans,
and not plunge this nation deeper into
debt or plunder the Social Security
surpluses. That is a bill we should pass.

This bill before us should be defeated.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. | have said
from the beginning of this debate that
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my guiding principle would be the best
interests of the people of West Vir-
ginia. 1 cannot support the deal that
has been reached because it is so clear-
ly designed to benefit the elite mem-
bers of our society at the expense of av-
erage taxpayers in West Virginia and
across the Nation. Proposals that could
have stimulated the economy and
helped working families got short-
changed to make room for enormous
tax cuts for wealthy investors. | have
little hope that this bill will stimulate
economic growth; on the other hand,
our national debt will be guaranteed to
grow if we pass the bill.

I would also like to comment briefly
on the process that has brought us to
this point. I am extremely disappointed
that this deal was struck behind closed
doors in an entirely partisan manner.
Since it adds hundreds of billions of
dollars to our national debt, it affects
every American now and for the next
generation. Whenever we are consid-
ering something of such tremendous
importance, the process ought to be bi-
partisan and inclusive. This is not how
Americans expect us to conduct busi-
ness.

For 2 years, | have fought to ensure
adequate fiscal relief to States that are
struggling with crippling budget defi-
cits. I am pleased that this bill pro-
vides $20 billion in State aid. Our most
vulnerable citizens are at risk when
States cut Medicaid and other services.
And any effort that we make to stimu-
late economic growth would be futile if
States are forced to cut spending and
increase taxes. Yet this legislation still
falls well short of what 80 Senators
voted for during debate on the budget
resolution earlier this year. | am dis-
appointed that we did not fulfill our
commitment to $30 billion in State aid.

If we were truly interested in stimu-
lating economic growth and creating
jobs we would have not only provided
more aid to States, we would have fo-
cused tax relief on working families
who are the most likely to imme-
diately spend any tax cut. But tax cuts
that help working families got
squeezed to make room for more tax
cuts for wealthy investors. The pro-
ponents of this bill may talk a lot
about the acceleration of the child tax
credit, marriage penalty relief, and the
expansion of the 10 percent bracket.
But all of these provisions are set to
expire after next year, and they pale in
comparison to the new tax breaks pro-
vided to millionaire stockholders.

| fought to expand the child tax cred-
it to serve more families, and to pro-
vide a greater benefit to those families
who currently qualify for only a partial
credit. 1 am disappointed that no such
provisions are included in this final
bill. While I am pleased that the size of
the child tax credit increases from $600
to $1,000, albeit for only the next 2
years, | am still worried about the
130,000 children in West Virginia who
will see no benefit from this increase.
We should be doing more to help our
neediest families.
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I am also disappointed that we are
spending $35 billion, 10 percent of the
cost of the bill, to reduce the highest
marginal income tax rate. Only Ameri-
cans with more than $312,000 of annual
income are affected by the highest
rate. That is less than 2 percent of our
taxpayers nationwide, and in my State
of West Virginia it is less than 1 per-
cent of taxpayers. The income tax cut
that had the most potential to help
hard-working people in my State is the
expansion of the 10 percent bracket.
But this provision, like so many other
good ideas, was reduced in order to
make room for other things. The ex-
pansion of the 10 percent bracket ex-
pires after next year, while the income
tax cuts for the wealthiest few stay in
place much longer. | cannot condone
such misplaced priorities.

The most expensive part of this bill
is the tax cuts for investors, estimated
to cost more than $150 billion. These
tax cuts are the least likely to help av-
erage Americans. While many Ameri-
cans today are invested in the stock
market, they typically hold these as-
sets in retirement accounts that al-
ready enjoy preferential tax treatment.
Only one-quarter of America’s tax-
payers will get any benefit from tax re-
ductions on dividends or capital gains.
And for the vast majority, the benefit
will be very small. So why then does it
cost so much? Because the wealthy few
will receive enormous tax cuts. More
than 40 percent of all dividend income
is claimed by the top 2 percent of tax-
payers. Capital gains are even more
concentrated among wealthy Ameri-
cans. | cannot justify huge cuts in divi-
dends and capital gains taxes when the
benefits to average Americans are so
small.

Too many important proposals have
been completely left out of this pack-
age. Despite the fact that more than 8
million Americans are currently out of
work, many of them for extended peri-
ods of time, this bill provides no assist-
ance for the unemployed. Incentives for
investment in the construction of new
schools or the deployment of
broadband services—proposals that
could have created new jobs imme-
diately—are completely absent. For a
bill euphemistically referred to as a
“Jobs and Growth Package’ there is
very little here that will create jobs or
growth.

Finally, this bill cannot be justified
in the contest of our Government’s cur-
rent fiscal situation. Later today, Con-
gress will be asked to increase the debt
limit by almost $1 trillion, an unprece-
dented increase. Yet we are about to
approve a tax package that will in-
crease the deficit by $350 billion over
the next 10 years—more when interest
expenses are included. If this legisla-
tion really had the potential to help
working families and reinvigorate our
economy, we could justify increasing
deficits. But instead we have short-
changed the most important provisions
to make room for $150 billion in tax
cuts to investors. It is unconscionable
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to ask the next generation of Ameri-
cans to foot the bill for this legislation.
| cannot support it.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this
conference report reflects the real pri-
orities of the Republican Party. It cuts
back tax relief for working families in
order to expand tax breaks for the
wealthiest taxpayers. The child credit
and marriage penalty relief were both
reduced so that more money could be
spent on dividend and capital gains tax
cuts. As a result of this backroom Re-
publican deal, an average family of
four will face a tax increase of $850 in
2005, right after the election; while tax
breaks for the wealthy continue for ad-
ditional years. The bill employs so
many gimmicks to help the rich that
even the Wall Street Journal called it
““the Great Tax Shelter Act’’ of 2003. No
wonder this legislation was put to-
gether behind closed doors and is being
rushed through Congress with little
time for scrutiny. The Republican lead-
ers who authored it know that this bill
could not survive in the light of day.
Clearly, their priorities are not the
American people’s priorities.

The Bush administration apparently
believes that the biggest problem in to-
day’s economy is that the rich are not
rich enough. Republicans think that if
you give tax breaks to the wealthiest
taxpayers, they will invest more and
the economy will grow. It is called
“trickle-down’ economics. The prob-
lem with this theory is that the
wealthy may not use the money in
ways that create jobs and expand pro-
duction. If there is no demand because
consumers are not buying, companies
will not produce more. They will just
wait until the economic climate im-
proves.

Democrats believe that tax relief and
public resources should go to America’s
working families. They are the ones
who are struggling most in this brutal
economy, and they will quickly spend
the money. That will create a demand
which is needed to get the economy
moving again.

Two very different approaches to
stimulating the economy. Republicans
keep making the same mistake. If
“trickle-down’’ economics worked, the
economy would not be stagnating
today. In 2001, at President Bush’s in-
sistence, Congress passed one of the
largest tax cuts in history, and
wealthy taxpayers got the lion’s share
of the tax benefits. America has lost
more than two and a half million jobs
since the first Bush tax cut passed. The
Republican response is more of the
same. This conference report provides
more of the same. But the American
people want a new approach.

Over 400 respected economists—in-
cluding 10 Nobel laureates—say the
Bush plan is the wrong way to go. Un-
fortunately, the President has repeat-
edly rejected the pragmatic advice of
mainstream economists, and opted in-
stead for an ideologically rigid and in-
effective strategy.

His single-minded commitment to
ever larger tax cuts for the wealthy as
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the cure for every economic ailment
has made a bad situation worse. The
administration has ignored remedies
that would provide a significant stim-
ulus this year, while implementing
policies that will undermine our future
economic strength. As a result, the
economy continues to stagnate, and
the number of families facing hardship
continues to grow.

Unemployment is still on the rise. It
climbed to 6.0 percent in April. There
are now 8.8 million men and women un-
employed across America. The econ-
omy has lost more than half a million
jobs in just the past 3 months, and
there is no end in sight. In the absence
of an effective stimulus from the Fed-
eral Government, the economy is not
likely to improve quickly.

Behind such disturbing statistics are
people who need our help. A strong
economy allows working men and
women to have greater control over
their lives, and more opportunity to
pursue their personal dreams. A stag-
nate economy takes much of that con-
trol out of their hands, leaving families
vulnerable to circumstances they can-
not control.

Across America, in the last 2 years,
workers have lost their job security. As
layoffs mount, they live in fear of
being the next to be let go. There are
2.7 million fewer private sector jobs in
America today than there were in Jan-
uary 2001. Those looking for a job are
finding it increasingly difficult to ob-
tain one. The number of long-term un-
employed has tripled. The average time
it takes an unemployed worker to find
a new job is the longest it has taken in
19 years. Yet this bill does nothing to
directly help these unemployed men
and women and their families.

The pain caused by this destructive
wave of economic stagnation is not
limited to those who have lost their
jobs.

Health insurance is becoming less
and less affordable for workers and
their families across the country. The
Congressional Budget Office now esti-
mates that over the course of a year, 60
million Americans go without health
insurance. Nationally, the average cost
of health insurance is rising at double
digit rates—up by 11 percent in 2001 and
another 12.7 percent in 2002—nearly
four times the rate of inflation. The
health care squeeze on working fami-
lies is getting tighter and tighter.

Senior citizens who desperately need
prescription drug coverage are suf-
fering, too. The cost of prescription
drugs is escalating at double digit
rates—increasing an average of 16 per-
cent each year.

Children who are being asked to do
more in school are receiving less sup-
port. School districts, faced with de-
clining local tax receipts and the fail-
ure of the Federal Government to pro-
vide promised resources, have been
forced to increase class sizes, cut weeks
from school calendars, and lay off
teachers.

The cost of higher education is rising
beyond the reach of more families. The
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gap between the cost of college tuition
and the tuition assistance provided by
the Federal Government has grown by
$1,900 in the last 2 years.

Millions of families have seen their
retirement savings seriously eroded.
The value of savings in 401(k) plans and
other defined contribution plans has
declined by $473 billion in the last 2
years.

These are the
families face today.

It is imperative that the National
Government respond to the growing
economic crisis. There is much that
Government can do to stimulate eco-
nomic growth in the near-term without
generating huge deficits that will un-
dermine prosperity in the long term.
Unfortunately, the Bush administra-
tion has consistently refused to follow
such a course of action.

The Republican plan does not maxi-
mize the economic impact in 2003. Only
17 percent of the $350 billion cost of
their legislation would reach the econ-
omy this year, when it is needed to
jumpstart a sluggish economy. We
could create many more jobs sooner by
better targeting the resources provided
in the legislation.

The conference report spends $150 bil-
lion reducing dividend and capital
gains taxes and $35 billion lowering the
tax rate on the highest incomes. These
cuts, which constitute more than half
of the entire cost of the bill, do not
provide effective stimulus and they
take resources away from proposals
that would. It is incredible that Repub-
licans could not find the dollars to ex-
tend unemployment benefits and to
provide tax relief for low-income work-
ers, but they could find the money to
pay for these tax breaks benefitting
the wealthiest taxpayers.

According to an analysis by the
Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center,
the provisions in the conference report
would provide an average tax cut of
$93,500 to taxpayers with an annual in-
come over $1 million. In stark contrast,
53 percent of American households
would receive a tax cut of $100 or less.
The Republican conferees plan is even
more tilted to the wealthiest taxpayers
than the original Bush plan.

The few provisions that benefit mid-
dle-class families have been limited to
just 2 years, while the dividend and
capital gains tax cuts extend much
longer. The conferees also eliminated a
Senate provision that would have bene-
fitted 11.9 million low-income children
and their families, one of every six
children in the Nation.

The richest 5 percent of taxpayers
would receive 75 percent of the tax ben-
efits from the dividend and capital
gains tax cuts. All of the tax benefits
from reducing the tax rate on the top
income bracket will go to the richest 1
percent of taxpayers. They are cer-
tainly not the ones who are struggling
to make ends meet in the faltering
economy. They are not the ones who
need our help. Nor are they the ones
who will quickly spend the money they

realities American
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receive, creating an immediate eco-
nomic stimulus.

The Republican plan is simply not an
effective stimulus. The reduction of
the income tax on corporate dividends,
the centerpiece of their plan, is one of
the least effective forms of stimulus,
generating less than a dime of stimulus
for every dollar of Federal revenue
lost.

A well-designed stimulus plan could
generate far more economic activity at
a small fraction of the cost of the Re-
publican conference report. The Senate
Democratic plan would inject $125 bil-
lion into the economy this year, and is
designed to maximize the stimulus ef-
fect of each dollar. That is more than
twice as much in 2003 as the conference
report, and three times as much as the
Bush administration’s plan.

Three widely respected economic
models all show that the Democratic
plan would generate substantially
more growth in 2003 and create a half
million more jobs this year than the
President’s plan.

One of the few positive provisions in
the conference report is the $20 billion
in assistance to States, $10 billion
through the Medicaid Program, and $10
billion in general financial aid. The
current fiscal crisis in the States is the
most severe in decades.

It is important to remember that
more people need to rely on State and
local programs in an economic down-
turn. The number of people eligible for
Medicaid grows substantially in times
of recession, and many other costs rise
as well. Without jobs and without
health care, families have nowhere else
to turn. We have an obligation to make
certain that the needed resources are
available to them. While the $20 billion
of financial assistance to the States is
a step in the right direction, the level
of aid is clearly inadequate. Congress
should be providing at least double this
amount. A number of States will also
lose significant State tax revenue due
to the impact of tax cuts contained in
the conference report. Thus, the net
amount States will receive will be
below even the $20 billion.

The Republican authors of the divi-
dend and capital gain tax cuts in the
conference report intend those tax
breaks to be permanent. They have re-
peatedly said so. If not arbitrarily
sunsetted after 2008, the dividend and
capital gains provisions alone would
exceed the $350 billion which is sup-
posed to be the total cost of the entire
bill over the next 10 years. The real
cost of the bill before us is far in excess
of $350 billion. If all its provisions were
extended for the full decade, as our Re-
publican colleagues intend, the real
cost would be closer to $1 trillion.

The conferees have resorted to this
‘“‘sunsetting’ subterfuge in order to
evade the requirements of the Budget
Act. But, what they cannot evade is
the adverse economic impact their one-
trillion-dollar raid on the public Treas-
ury would have. It will not stimulate
the economy. In fact, it could well pro-
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long the recession by leading to an in-
crease Iin long-term interest rates,
harming the ability of businesses to
create new jobs. It will add enormously
to the deficit, making it much more
difficult for us to effectively address
the Nation’s urgent needs in job cre-
ation, in education, in health care, and
in homeland security. Those are the
real priorities of the American people.
Unfortunately, they are obviously not
the priorities of the Bush administra-
tion and the Republican majority.

An NBC News/Wall Street Journal
public opinion survey conducted over
the past week shows that a substantial
majority of the American people do not
believe these tax cuts are the way to
create jobs. By a margin of 64 percent
to 29 percent, they think there are bet-
ter ways to improve the economy than
to cut taxes. Sixty-eight percent be-
lieve the President’s economic policy
“relies too heavily on tax cuts and not
enough on direct job creation’; and 66
percent believe his plan ‘‘benefits the
wealthy more than average people.”
The American people are not being
fooled by this bill. They know precisely
what it will do—benefit the wealthy;
and what it will not do—stimulate the
economy. They also understand that
extravagant tax breaks for the rich
mean that the resources will not be
available to address America’s real
needs. By a margin of 55 percent to 36
percent, they would prefer to use lim-
ited public dollars to help pay for
health care than to finance a tax cut.

The conference report which the Sen-
ate is about to pass by the narrowest of
margins does not reflect the priorities
of the American people. Unfortunately,
their voices were unable to penetrate
the closed room where the Republican
leadership wrote this irresponsible bill.
If a majority of Senators would have
the courage to vote no, we could defeat
it and begin work on a genuine stim-
ulus bill.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | rise
today to oppose the tax reconciliation
bill conference report that is being
considered by the Senate today because
this tax cut bill is not fiscally respon-
sible. When President Bush entered the
White House, our country enjoyed a
record budget surplus, but the fiscal ir-
responsibility of this administration
has quickly turned that surplus into
record deficits. And now this bill that
was cooked up in secret between the
White House and Congressional Repub-
licans without any input from Congres-
sional Democrats will bring our coun-
try further into debt, lead to more
hard-working Americans losing their
jobs, and put a greater share of the tax
receipts in the pockets of the Nation’s
most privileged.

I voiced several concerns about this
tax bill when the Senate voted on it
last week. Now that the conference re-
port is finished, | have even more.
First, while | am pleased to see that
this bill does contain $20 billion in fi-
nancial assistance to ailing State and
local governments, | am very con-
cerned that the tax cuts in this bill
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will once again wreak havoc on our al-
ready disastrous State budgets around
the country. In my home State of
Vermont, the State legislature stopped
basing its State income tax on the Fed-
eral rates because of the costly cuts
called for in the 2001 tax bill. Now,
Vermont is going to be faced with
somehow making up an additional $35
million in revenue because of the divi-
dends and capital gains rate reductions
in this bill. This is a very large amount
of money for a State whose population
is only 609,000. How will Vermont and
the other States possibly make up
these lost revenues without massive
cuts to essential health, education, and
homeland security services?

Second, these tax cuts are tilted even
more heavily to the very wealthy than
the tax cuts the President championed
in 2001. Just look at the rate reduc-
tions. For the middle three income
brackets in this country, rates would
drop by 2 percentage points, but the
top rate will fall by 3.6 percentage
points. And according to the Center on
Budget and Policy Priorities, 80 per-
cent of dividend income goes to house-
holds with incomes over $100,000. Sadly,
this administration has chosen to sup-
port tax policies where affluent people
will reap enormous benefits, while
working families will receive very lit-
tle tax relief.

Third, this plan is riddled with
Enron-like tax gimmickry by pre-
tending that most of the provisions
will sunset or expire at some arbitrary
date in the future—dates chosen not to
make good tax policy, but rather to
make all the revenue losses fit into the
$350 billion pot. The income tax rates
and business expensing provisions will
expire in 2006, and the dividends and
capital gains rates will expire in 2009.
By doing so, this bill attempts to jam
in as much of the President’s mis-
guided dividend tax proposal as pos-
sible into the Senate’s $350 billion
limit at the expense of more reasonable
tax reform provisions aimed at low-
and middle-income working families. It
is obvious that proponents of these tax
cuts have no intention of allowing any
of these provisions to expire and, in
fact, will come back to the floors of the
House and Senate again and again ask-
ing for them to be made permanent. In-
stead of acting in a fiscally responsible
manner, they are masking from the
American people the true, astronom-
ical costs of this bill.

And fourth, these cuts will push our
country deeper in debt. Earlier this
month, the nonpartisan Congressional
Budget Office increased its Federal
budget deficit projections for fiscal
year 2003 from $246 billion to a record
$304 billion. When the Bush administra-
tion came into office, there was a pro-
jected $5.6 trillion 10-year surplus. Be-
fore this latest irresponsible tax bill,
the $5.6 trillion surplus had shrunk to
$20 billion. If this bill is enacted, that
$20 billion will become a $1.8 trillion
deficit—a fiscal swing in the wrong di-
rection of $7.3 trillion in just 2 years.
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Passing another enormous tax cut
this year will only amplify this trend
of growing deficits and add to the eco-
nomic burdens our children and grand-
children will inherit. Increasing defi-
cits will decrease national savings and
increase long-term interest rates—ef-
fectively lowering the incomes of
working Americans. At the same time
the Bush administration is pushing for
Congress to pass a $1 trillion increase
in the Federal debt limit—the largest
single jump ever—that does not ac-
count for the $350 billion in additional
tax cuts that are part of this tax bill.
I just do not think we can afford an-
other large tax cut at this time until
we get our own fiscal house in order.

Clearly, this tax cut plan is not
about growing the economy or creating
jobs. It is about starving the Govern-
ment and wooing some voters. In fact,
leading economists have stated repeat-
edly that the elimination of taxes on
dividends paid to investors—the center-
piece of the President’s tax cut pro-
posal—would do very little to spur eco-
nomic growth or reduce the Nation’s
jobless rate. Even Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan has ques-
tioned the long-term implications of
the President’s proposal by stating in
testimony before the Senate Banking
Committee in February: “I am one of
the few people who still are not as yet
convinced that stimulus is a desirable
policy at this particular point.”

In 2001, | voted against the Bush tax
cut bill because it was too skewed to-
ward the wealthiest Americans and too
fiscally irresponsible. Since then, we
have gone from record surpluses to
record deficits, and the economy is
still floundering. In fact, over 2,200 jobs
have been lost in Vermont since the be-
ginning of the Bush administration.
Passing another enormous tax cut this
year will only continue this trend and
increase the economic problems that
our children and grandchildren will in-
herit.

Earlier this year, the President said
we should not pass our fiscal problems
on to future Presidents, Congresses,
and generations. | agree with him. Un-
fortunately, this tax cut bill will drive
us deeper into debt and will do exactly
what the President says we should
avoid, burden our children.

As | said when this bill passed the
Senate, | have two of the world’s most
perfect grandchildren. And while the
promise of another tax cut sounds
great, | am not going to ask my grand-
children and everyone else’s grand-
children to pay for it. It is not right. It
is not fair. And it is not the American
way.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, | rise to
speak in support of the growth and jobs
tax bill conference report before the
Senate today. | first wish to congratu-
late and thank the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee and the majority
leader for their tireless efforts in work-
ing out a very difficult compromise.
Their hard work made it possible for us
to vote on this major tax cut legisla-

S7079

tion today—Ilegislation that will make
a big difference in the lives of Utahans
and Americans across the Nation.

The conference report before us is a
major accomplishment, for the U.S.
economy, for the American people, and
for President Bush and Vice President
CHENEY. It is the culmination of
months of very hard work that began
with the President’s release of his jobs
and growth plan late last year. This
was a bold and brilliant plan designed
to help our economy over the next year
while also removing long-standing bar-
riers to long-term growth.

At the heart of the plan was one
overriding objective—to kick our sput-
tering economic engine into high gear
so we could finally shake off the list-
lessness that has lingered since the
double whammy when recession hit in
2000 and terrorists struck our home-
land in September 2001. Although we
have emerged from recession, the re-
covery has been very slow and new job
creation has not kept up pace with jobs
that have been lost.

I am seeing this in Utah, where our
State’s economy has been hit harder
than many by the downturn. My State
has a highly educated workforce, and
we have more high-tech jobs, more
commercial construction jobs, and
more tourism jobs than many other
States. Those sectors have suffered.
Utah’s unemployment rate was 5.3 per-
cent last month. Compared to the 3
percent unemployment rate we had
just a couple of years ago, this is unac-
ceptable. Along with the President and
many of our colleagues, | have been
calling for a strong prescription to help
get our economy, in Utah and across
the country, back to its full potential.

To accomplish this, the Bush plan fo-
cused on three actions—accelerating
the already enacted but yet to be
phased in tax cuts from 2001, increasing
incentives for businesses to invest in
productive equipment and grow, and
addressing the debilitating and unfair
effects of taxing the profits of corpora-
tions twice. | am happy to report that
all three of these elements are present
in the conference report.

The conference report speeds up the
tax rate cuts that Congress, on a bipar-
tisan basis, passed just 2 years ago. The
small amount of rate reduction from
the 2001 Tax Act that has already
taken effect has served to lessen the
blow of the recession. These across-the-
board rate reductions were the right
remedy, but their phase-in has been too
slow. By accelerating the remainder of
these cuts, effective this year, we can
put the full dosage of medicine to work
on what remains a sick economy.

This tax bill will cut taxes for prac-
tically every American who pays in-
come tax. This will provide great as-
sistance to our economy in two ways.
First, it will put cash into the pockets
of American workers immediately. Al-
most as soon as this bill is signed into
law by the President, the Internal Rev-
enue Service will release new tax with-
holding tables that will reflect the
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lower tax rates. This means an imme-
diate raise in pay for almost every U.S.
worker.

Second, lower tax rates will encour-
age Americans to work harder, to save
more, and invest a higher amount of
their income. This serves us will both
in the short run and over the longer
term.

We cannot forget the huge effect
these tax rate reductions will have on
the small businesses of America. It
seems that many of our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle refuse to rec-
ognize the fact that about 80 percent of
small businesses pay taxes at the indi-
vidual tax rates. Rather than being the
giveaway to the so-called ‘‘wealthy”’
that opponents of this tax cut accuse it
of being, this is a first-class jobs cre-
ation bill.

Moreover, the bill before us includes
significant tax relief for married cou-
ples suffering from chronic marriage
tax penalties. While we still cannot say
these unconscionable tax effects are to-
tally eliminated from the Internal Rev-
enue Code after the effective date of
this measure, we are making major
strides in this endeavor.

The acceleration of the child tax
credit included in the conference re-
port will make a big difference to fami-
lies in Utah and all across America. To
families struggling to raise their chil-
dren, this bill spells relief, both imme-
diately and also for 2004.

The second objective accomplished in
the Jobs and Growth Tax Act is to spur
investment by business entities. Our
recent recession was not one born of
the lack of consumer spending, but of
the dearth of business investment.

Last year’s economic stimulus bill
included a provision that has proven ef-
fective in increasing business invest-
ment—a 30-percent bonus depreciation
deduction for the first year. The bill
before us includes a feature that builds
on this provision, and increases the in-
centive to 50 percent. | have been a
strong proponent of bonus deprecia-
tion, and despite this not being in the
Senate version of the bill, I am pleased
that this provision survived in the con-
ference report.

And this is not all. One of the most
important elements of the bill before
us is the increase in the amount of new
equipment purchased that smaller
businesses can write off immediately.
Not only is the amount of investment
allowed to be expensed quadrupled
under the bill, but larger businesses
can now take advantage of the incen-
tive. This bipartisan and bicamerally
supported feature should result in some
quick job creation.

The third objective of President
Bush’s tax plan was to address the on-
erous and unfair double taxation of
corporate dividends. Although the divi-
dend provision in the conference report
is not the same as that envisioned by
the President, it is a very significant
tax cut that will have positive rami-
fications for the economy and for cor-
porations and their shareholders, for
years to come.
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The President’s original plan called
for the elimination of the double tax-
ation of corporate dividends by pro-
viding an exclusion for corporate earn-
ings passed through to shareholders to
the extent that the corporation paid
tax on those earnings. This was a bold
and laudable goal that would have far-
reaching effects on the very nature of
how corporations are established, oper-
ated, and governed in this Nation. This
was tax reform in the truest sense. And
like all real reform, it was met with
jeers, criticism, and legitimate con-
cerns.

I want to congratulate many of my
Senate colleagues for achieving the dif-
ficult task of passing the Senate
version of the bill, which included the
full exclusion of corporate dividends at
the individual level, albeit for a rel-
atively short time. This was a major
legislative accomplishment, and Sen-
ators NICKLES, KyL, LoTT, and many
others deserve our gratitude, along
with Chairman GRASSLEY and the lead-
ership, for its attainment.

The complete elimination of the dou-
ble tax on dividends should remain our
long-term goal. It was not achieved in
this conference report. The political
and time constraints placed on the
Senate made this impossible. However,
I want to emphasize that our inability
to achieve this lofty goal, which has
been the objective of policymakers for
decades, should not overshadow the
huge triumph we have achieved in the
conference report—the very substantial
reduction of tax on both dividends and
capital gains for all taxpayers.

Investors in this country—and this
now includes over half of all Ameri-
cans—will wake up tomorrow to find a
far greater reward for their invest-
ments, whether it be in stocks, bonds,
real estate, or other productive assets.
A basic economic axiom is that if we
want more of something, we should tax
it less. By lowering the tax on the
fruits of investment, both in the form
of capital gains and of dividends, we
will get more investment. This tax cut
on investments will bode well for our
economy both in the next few months
and years, and for decades to come.

The conference report before us cuts
the tax on dividends by more than half
for taxpayers in the higher tax brack-
ets, and it eventually eliminates the
tax altogether for those in the lower
two brackets. For taxes on capital
gains, it cuts the top rate by 25 percent
for most investors, and again, eventu-
ally eliminates them for millions of
taxpayers in the lower tax brackets,
who might be just starting out with
their first investments. This is a huge
change, and it will have a huge impact
on investment in America by lowering
the cost of capital and giving a huge
boost to the stock market.

We should not underestimate the
positive effects these changes will have
on our economy. When we lowered the
maximum capital gains tax rate from
28 percent to 20 percent in the 1997 tax
act, the effect on the stock market,
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and on receipts to the Treasury, was
very significant. In fact, a Standard
and Poor’s DRI study on the effects of
the 1997 capital gains tax cut indicated
that 25 percent of the increase in stock
prices that was enjoyed after 1997 was
due to the cut in the capital gains tax.
Treasury receipts soared from capital
gains realizations and we were able to
balance the Federal budget.

Moreover, the study showed that the
1997 capital gains tax cut also had a
significant impact on the lives of aver-
age Americans by increasing produc-
tivity growth, which caused the stand-
ard of living to rise. There is no reason
to think that the reductions on taxes
on capital gains and dividends included
in this bill will not have similar effects
in 2003 and beyond.

All in all, we should be very pleased
with this bill’s dividends and capital
gains provisions. They will have a very
positive effect on economic growth and
serve as a substantial platform from
which to seek further progress in the
future, even that of the total elimi-
nation of the double tax on dividends.

The happiness with which | greet this
conference report is not complete. It is
not perfect, by any means. Like all of
my colleagues, | suppose, | would have
written a different bill.

For example, | am disappointed that
the conference report does not include
the Medicare geographic equity provi-
sions approved by the Senate. These
provisions, which 1 strongly support,
would have provided more equitable re-
imbursement rates to Medicare pro-
viders in rural States.

However, | am encouraged that the
President has signaled his support for
addressing this matter through the
Medicare legislation that the Senate
will be considering in the next month.
To me, it is absolutely critical that
Medicare beneficiaries in rural States
like Utah have access to quality health
care. In my opinion, the best way to
accomplish this goal is by passing leg-
islation which ensures that Medicare
providers in rural areas are fairly com-
pensated. | will continue to work with
my Senate colleagues on this crucial
issue until this legislation is signed
into law by the President.

Moreover, there are many other tax
provisions that were included in the
Senate version of the bill that would
have made excellent additions to this
conference report. Among these are
provisions supported in an amendment
on which | was joined by a bipartisan
group of our colleagues that would
have provided significant benefits to
small businesses operating under sub-
chapter S of the Internal Revenue
Code. | hope we can find a way to ad-
dress these important issues in another
bill later this year.

In conclusion, the recession that
began in 2000 was real, and our slow re-
covery is leaving behind pockets of real
suffering, both in Utah and across our
Nation. But thanks to our President’s
policies, the Federal Reserve’s aggres-
sive, preemptive, rate-cutting, and the
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flexibility of our free-market system,
our Nation has had unemployment
rates much lower than in past reces-
sions. But Congress needs to do more,
and to act now, and this conference re-
port is a vital part of the solution.

If we combine this growth and jobs
package with some modest restraint on
the spending side and some common-
sense legal liability reforms, we can
grow the economy faster over the next
year, and we can set the stage for an-
other decade of record job growth.

Again, | thank Chairman GRASSLEY
and the Senate leadership for their
hard work, and I urge my colleagues to
support the conference report.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, | cannot
support the fiscally irresponsible and
unfair tax cut which is before the Sen-
ate because it is not what our country
needs. It is ironic that on the same day
that a final vote is being taken on this
huge tax cut package, the Republican
majority also is bringing to the floor
legislation that would raise the limit
on the national debt by $984 billion, the
largest in our Nation’s history.

This tax cut bill has more deceptions
in it than an Enron financial state-
ment. It purports to cost only $350 bil-
lion over the next 10 years, but its true
costs are masked by multiple ““now you
see them, now you don’t” gimmicks
that will in reality cost up to a trillion
dollars over the next 10 years. With
deficits of over $300 billion projected
for this year and the next, the last
thing we need are huge tax cuts that
will serve to dig us that much further
into the deficit ditch. Future genera-
tions deserve better.

Furthermore, this approach will be
largely ineffective in providing our
economy the immediate jumpstart it
needs. By giving too much to those
who need it the least—the average 2003
tax cut for a millionaire will be about
$93,500; the average 2003 tax cut for
someone in the middle of the income
spectrum will be $217—the bill will be
far less effective in stimulating the
economy than it would be if the tax
cuts were directed to taxpayers of more
modest means who would spend the tax
cut now. In addition, only 17 percent of
this package goes into effect in 2003,
when we need it, but instead will take
place years down the road. Our econ-
omy is struggling right now. Eight-
and-a-half million Americans are out
of work; 2.7 million private sector jobs
have been lost since the beginning of
this administration. Michigan lost
17,000 jobs just last month, the most of
any State in the country. What we
need are immediate jobs and relief, not
more of the same ‘‘trickle-down’’ poli-
cies that have been tried and that
failed in the past.

Expert commentators have pointed
out that this bill will make it easier
for corporate and upper income tax-
payers to use tax shelters to even fur-
ther reduce their tax bills. Instead of
ending the so-called double taxation of
dividends, this bill provides those with
the means to accomplish it a roadmap
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to no taxation. That’s just plain wrong.
Providing large tax cuts to the wealthy
in the hopes that the benefits with
trickle down to everybody else hasn’t
worked before, and there’s little reason
to think that it will work now. Fol-
lowing the same approach that failed
time and again just doesn’t make
sense. Just 2 years ago, President Bush
was promising that his first massive
tax cut of $1.4 trillion would jumpstart
the economy and create jobs. It didn’t.

Moreover, | am disappointed that the
conference report stripped out provi-
sions that were included in the Senate-
passed bill that would have cracked
down on corporations who engage in
sham transactions involving offshore
tax havens. Loopholes like these en-
courage investment overseas, not here
in America. We should be closing down
corporate loopholes, not preserving
them.

While | am pleased that this bill con-
tains some funds to assist our strug-
gling State and local governments, it
does not do nearly enough. Our States
currently are facing their worst fiscal
crisis in over 50 years, with many being
forced to raise taxes or cut vital serv-
ices like Medicaid in order to balance
their budgets. Instead of doing all that
we should to assist them, this bill in-
cludes a dividends reduction provision
that will actually strip States of reve-
nues, something which will stimulate
neither jobs nor growth.

I supported and voted for an alter-
native tax package that was about cre-
ating jobs now, when we need it, in a
way that did not mortgage our future.

The plan | supported was estimated
to put more than 1 million people back
to work by the end of 2004 at a fraction
of this bill’s costs. It would have cut
taxes for every taxpaying American,
providing a tax cut of $1,630 to a family
of four through a wage credit, an accel-
eration of the child tax credit, and an
elimination of the marriage penalty. |
would have helped small businesses by
providing them with a 50 percent tax
credit to help employers maintain
health coverage for their workers, and
would have provided large and small
companies with incentives to invest
and create jobs by allowing small busi-
nesses to immediately write-off more
investments and providing bonus de-
preciation to all companies. It also
would have provided unemployment
benefits for nearly 4 million laid-off
workers, including those who have al-
ready exhausted their benefits. What
our sagging economy needs right now
is immediate jobs, growth, and stim-
ulus, and that’s what the plan | sup-
ported offered.

Insted, what will pass today is a
package that is the wrong medicine for
our ailing economy. It will create
fewer jobs than what is needed. It will
slight middle-class families in favor of
the wealthy. And it will dramatically
increase the deficit and national debt
and drive up interest rates which will
make it more expensive in the future
to buy a house, pay for college, or pay
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off credit card debt. This is not what
Americans need. | cannot support this
legislation.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, | rise
today regarding the conference agree-
ment on the jobs and growth tax pack-
age that is before the Senate.

I very much regret I am unable to
support this final conference report,
specifically as it relies on artifical
“‘sunsets’ to mask the true size of the
tax cuts. Regrettably, it represents
neither sound fiscal nor economic poli-
cies and could balloon Federal budget
deficits even further. Indeed, at its
heart, this is a trillion-dollar tax cut
masquerading as a $350 billion tax cut,
and in keeping with the principles 1|
have outlined from the outset of this
debate, | cannot support it.

From the beginning, | have stated
my concern not only about the size but
also the content of any tax cut pack-
age. Because we need a strong stimulus
to create jobs and grow the economy—
while accomplishing this with sound
policy and without creating deficits in
perpetuity. While I am pleased this bill
technically adheres to the agreement |
reached to limit the overall size of the
growth package of $350 billion over 10
years, it shortchanges some of the
most stimulative aspects with sunsets
that could lead to larger Federal defi-
cits.

Even proponents of the package ac-
knowledge that they do not expect the
tax cuts to expire or sunset as antici-
pated, so this package will likely grow
to a true 10-year cost of at least $650
billion or even $1 trillion. In other
words, with the sunsets, it can be said
this is more like $350 billion over 2
years. And indeed, nonpartisan public
policy organizations like the Tax Pol-
icy Center at the Brookings Institu-
tion, and the Center for Budget and
Policy Priorities, have estimated the
overall 10-year cost of the tax cut legis-
lation ranging from $659 billion to
more than $1 trillion.

At a time when we are facing histori-
cally high budget deficits expected to
exceed $400 billion this year alone—the
largest in history—this tax cut may
grow deficits to levels economists fear
will be unsustainable. As Federal Re-
serve Chairman Alan Greenspan said
again just this week, “‘deficits do mat-
ter’’, and could reduce future economic
growth.

Furthermore, | have made a priority
of providing the type of short-term eco-
nomic boost needed to encourage job
creation and spur growth in the econ-
omy. | have based my approach to this
package on the stimulative portions of
the President’s jobs and growth pack-
age, which totaled $329 billion, and fis-
cal relief for States and local commu-
nities, which totaled $20 billion.

Moreover, the conference package re-
duces the size and impact of proposals
such as acceleration of the child tax
credit, marriage penalty relief, and the
duration of proposals to spur invest-
ment by small business, with hidden
costs of between $319 billion and $709
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billion if the tax cuts were extended for
the life of the bill.

I would also note for the record that
the conference agreement eliminates
the refundable portion of the child tax
credit that | sponsored along with Sen-
ator LINCOLN that extends the reach of
the tax package to all full-time work-
ing families. The elimination of this
provision, estimated to cost about $4
billion over the life of the bill, will ex-
clude about 12 million children nation-
wide, and 40,000 children in Maine, who
would otherwise benefit from the legis-
lation.

I have made clear from the start that
| agree with President Bush’s goal of
passing a stimulus plan to encourage
growth in the economy and create jobs.
I have also discussed my concern that
creating unsustainable, long-term defi-
cits would seriously inhibit our ability
to address pressing domestic chal-
lenges—such as strengthening Social
Security and Medicare—as well as sub-
ject future generations to the corrosive
effects of the higher interests rates
that result from deficits.

As a result, | joined with Senators
VOINOVICH, BAucus, and BREAUX in
signing a letter before consideration of
the budget resolution to limit the size
of the tax package. In that letter, we
stated our belief that ‘“‘our nation
would benefit from an economic growth
package that would effectively and im-
mediately create jobs and encourage
investment.”” But we also expressed our
belief that “‘any growth package that
is enacted through reconciliation this
year must be limited to $350 billion in
deficit financing over 10 years and any
tax cuts beyond this level must be off-
set.”” This has been a critical guiding
principle for me during this process.

That is why | supported the strong
stimulus plan | helped craft in the Sen-
ate Finance Committee, which incor-
porated—within the $350 billion 10-year
framework—all of the stimulative as-
pects of the President’s growth pack-
age in their entirety, provided signifi-
cant dividend tax relief that would
have reached all investors, and elimi-
nated the double tax on dividends for
84.7 percent of all taxpayers.

Senator GORDON SMITH and | were
also able to secure within that Finance
Committee package a measure that
conveyed $20 billion in fiscal relief to
States and local communities—and |
am disappointed that this conference
report limits this relief to States only,
ignoring the needs of our municipali-
ties. Under the conference report, the
$20 billion is divided equally between
the Federal Medicaid Assistance Per-
centage, or “FMAP”’, and $10 billion in
flexible grants to State governments.

As | have stated in the past, State
fiscal relief is crucial to stimulating
the economy—as 46 of the 50 States, in-
cluding Maine, are facing budget short-
falls due to lower than predicted reve-
nues because of the depressed economy
and September 11; increased costs asso-
ciated with Federal mandates; and, in-
creasing health care costs. There is no
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question the Federal Government must
provide fiscal relief—and this will go a
long way toward stimulating growth in
the economy. Yet | remain distressed
that conferees chose to omit aid for
local governments.

Finally, this legislation will quad-
ruple the amount a small business can
expense, from $25,00 to $100,000. As
Chair of the Senate Committee on
Small Business, | certainly support
this. However, regrettably, this legisla-
tion before us will also sunset this pro-
vision after just 3 years. I am dis-
appointed there are those who chose to
tap this stimulative measure to finance
long-term changes to law.

Mr. President, in conclusion, | would
like to be able to say | support this
package—Il would like to vote for it,
but I am unable, as it runs counter to
the principles | have laid out during
this entire process in terms of the size
of the cuts and the content of the pack-
age. Therefore, | will not be supporting
this conference report.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, | am ex-
tremely disappointed for our brave
military men and women that the con-
ferees for the Jobs and Growth Tax Re-
lief Reconciliation Act of 2003 decided
to omit the Senate-passed Armed
Forces Tax Fairness Act of 2003 from
the conference report.

| offered an amendment to the tax
bill that would add the Armed Forces
Tax Fairness Act of 2003, which has
been previously passed by the Senate.
The amendment was accepted by unan-
imous consent. Since this legislation
has already passed numerous times in
the Senate, | believed that the con-
ferees would include this important
legislation for our military in the con-
ference report without hesitation. But
again, politics ruled the day.

Despite the recent successful war in
Iraq, which highlighted the bravery
and sacrifice of our military, the con-
ferees provided nothing for them in
this so-called growth bill. The only
thing growing will be the tax breaks
for the wealthiest citizens of this coun-
try. And in a time where we are also
facing growing deficits and must also
pay for the cost of the war, what the
conferees did in the interest of ‘‘get-
ting a deal’” was the height of irrespon-
sibility.

What the conferees denied was much-
needed tax relief for our men and
women in uniform whose sacrifice and
commitment are the foundation upon
which the freedom we all enjoy has
been built. How they can deny these
committed men and women who defend
our country simple fairness is beyond
understanding.

One of the provisions in the legisla-
tion that the conferees dismissed from
inclusion in the conference report is
what is popularly known as the Mili-
tary Homeowners Equity Act. This leg-
islation would allow service members,
who are away on extended active duty,
to qualify for the same tax relief on the
profit generated when they sell their
main residence as other Americans.

May 23, 2003

Secretary of State Colin Powell fully
supports this legislation, and this leg-
islation enjoys overwhelming support
by the senior uniformed leadership—
the Joint Chiefs of Staff—as well as
outgoing Office of Management and
Budget Director Mitch Daniels, the 31-
member associations of The Military
Coalition, the American Foreign Serv-
ice Association, and the American Bar
Association.

The average American citizen par-
ticipates in our Nation’s growth
through home ownership. Appreciation
in the value of a home allows everyday
Americans to participate in our coun-
try’s prosperity. Fortunately, the Tax-
payer Relief Act of 1997 recognized this
and provided this break to lessen the
amount of tax most Americans will pay
on the profit they make when they sell
their homes. Unfortunately, the 1997
home sale provision unintentionally
discourages home ownership among
service members and Foreign Service
officers.

What we are doing is not creating a
new tax benefit. We are merely modi-
fying current law to include the time
members of the military are away from
home on active duty when calculating
the number of years the homeowners
has lived in their primary residence. In
short, this bill is narrowly tailored to
remedy a specific dilemma.

The Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 deliv-
ered sweeping tax relief to millions of
Americans through a wide variety of
important tax changes that affect indi-
viduals, families, investors, and busi-
nesses. It was also one of the most
complex tax laws enacted in recent his-
tory.

As with any complex legislation,
there are winners and losers. But in
this instance, there are unintended los-
ers: members of the military and For-
eign Services.

The 1997 act gives taxpayers who sell
their principal residence a much-need-
ed tax break. Prior to the 1997 act, tax-
payers received a one-time exclusion
on the profit they made when they sold
their principal residence, but the tax-
payer had to be at least 55 years old
and live in the residence for 2 of the 5
years preceding the sale. This provision
primarily benefited elderly taxpayers
while not providing any relief to
younger taxpayers and their families.

Fortunately, the 1997 act addressed
this issue. Under this law, taxpayers
who sell their principal residence on or
after May 7, 1997, are not taxed on the
first $250,000 of profit from the sale,
joint filers are not taxed on the first
$500,000 of profit they make from sell-
ing their principal residence. The tax-
payer must meet two requirements to
qualify for this tax relief. The taxpayer
must, one, own the home for at least 2
of the 5 years preceding the sale, and,
two, live in the home as their main
home for at least 2 years of the last 5
years.

The bipartisan cooperation that re-
sulted in this much-needed form of tax
relief is commendable. The home sales
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provision sounds great, and it is. Un-
fortunately, the second part of this eli-
gibility test unintentionally and un-
fairly prohibits many service men and
women who are deployed overseas from
qualifying for this beneficial tax relief.

Constant travel across the United
States and abroad is inherent in the
military and Foreign Service. Nonethe-
less, some service members and For-
eign Service officers choose to pur-
chase a home in a certain local, even
though they will not live there much of
the time. Under the new law, if they do
not have a spouse who resides in the
house during their absence, they will
not qualify for the full benefit of the
new home sales provision because no
one ‘“lives’” in the home for the re-
quired period of time. The law is preju-
diced against families who serve our
Nation abroad. They would not qualify
for the home sales exclusion because
neither spouse ““lives’ in the house for
enough time to qualify for the exclu-
sion.

This bill simply remedies an inequal-
ity in the 1997 law. The bill amends the
Internal Revenue Code so that mem-
bers of the military and Foreign Serv-
ice will be considered to be using their
house as their main residence for any
period that they are assigned overseas
in the execution of their duties. In
short, they will be deemed to be using
their house as their main home, even if
they are stationed in lraq, Afghani-
stan, Bosnia, the Persian Gulf, in the
““no man’s land,”” commonly called the
DMZ between North and South Korea,
or anywhere else they are assigned.

In the wake of September 11, our
Armed Forces are now deployed to an
unprecedented number of locations.
They are away from their primary
homes, protecting and furthering the
freedoms we Americans hold so dear.
We cannot afford to discourage mili-
tary service by penalizing military per-
sonnel with higher taxes merely be-
cause they are doing their job. Military
service entails sacrifice, such as long
periods of time away from friends and
family and the constant threat of mo-
bilization into hostile territory. We
must not use the Tax Code to heap ad-
ditional burdens upon our women and
men in uniform.

The Taxpayers’ Relief Act of 1997 was
designed to provide sweeping tax relief
to all Americans, including those who
serve this country abroad. It it true
that there are winners and losers in
any tax code, but this inequity was un-
intended. Enacting this narrowly tai-
lored remedy to grant equal tax relief
to the members of our military and
Foreign Services restores fairness and
consistency to our increasingly com-
plex Tax Code.

Mr. President, the case is clear. The
conferees should have included the
Armed Forces Tax Fairness Act of 2003
in the conference report for this tax re-
lief bill. If they can look into the eyes
of all the men and women in our mili-
tary who have committed themselves
to the defense of this country in Iraq
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and elsewhere around the world, and
justify how they spent billions of Fed-
eral dollars to cut taxes for our Na-
tion’s wealthiest at their expense, then
the process is clearly broken. And that
is a disgrace for which they are solely
responsible.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | rise
today to express my opposition to the
conference report on the tax cut legis-
lation that the Senate just considered.

I find it regrettable that we were
forced to speed through debate on the
tax cut bill last week, and were once
again forced to hurry through this con-
ference report. This is probably the
most important bill that we will be de-
bating and voting on this year. Its re-
percussions will be felt for years to
come, and yet it seems that very little
thought has really been given to it.

Regrettably, | could not in good faith
support this Reconciliation in its cur-
rent form for three reasons.

First, it will be ineffective in reviv-
ing the economy now.

Second, it is irresponsible insofar as
it adds tremendously to the national
debt for no compelling purpose.

Third, it is unfair to working fami-
lies across the country insofar as it
drains resources from investments in
education and health care to fund tax
breaks that overwhelmingly benefit
the most affluent.

I will discuss these points in turn.

First, the resolution we have before
us fails to effectively address the needs
of our country. Instead of investing in
a stronger economy for the future, the
conference agreement provides little
assistance and stimulus to our strug-
gling economy now.

In the nearly 2% years since the
President has come into office, our na-
tion has suffered a dramatic decline.
We went from unparalleled job cre-
ation, economic growth, and oppor-
tunity to skyrocketing deficits and na-
tional debt, high unemployment, and
uncertainty about the future.

Contrary to the claims of its pro-
ponents, it is by no means certain this
conference agreement will create jobs
or provide millions of working families
with the relief they need. What is cer-
tain, however, is that it will dras-
tically increase the national debt, and
severely weaken key national prior-
ities including homeland security, edu-
cation, and health care.

According to Economy.com, the mas-
sive deficits that will be caused by the
administration’s tax cut will decrease
gross domestic product by 0.25 percent
annually beginning in 2005. GDP will be
lower by 1.0 percent in 2013 than it
would be without the Bush plan. The
result is a loss of 750,000 jobs by 2013 ac-
cording to Mark Zandi, a well-re-
spected, non-partisan economist at
Economy.com.

The administration’s policies are not
considered to be ineffective on a par-
tisan basis, they are considered to be
ineffective on a bipartisan basis, as
well.

Republican Senators have voiced con-
cern about the ineffectiveness and irre-
sponsibleness of this proposal.
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The Chairman of the Federal Reserve
has said that these large tax cuts, if
not paid for by offsetting cuts in spend-
ing, will drive us deeper into deficit
and that such high deficits and debt
will actually hurt our long-term eco-
nomic growth.

Other respected conservative econo-
mists have also warned us about the di-
rection we are taking. For instance,
AEIl economist Kevin Hasset stated
that the proposal, by cutting taxes in
one year and then raising them in an-
other, “‘is one of the most patently ab-
surd tax policies ever proposed,” Simi-
larly, Robert Bixby of the Concord Coa-
lition said that the tax plan passed by
the Senate just keeps ‘“‘building one
gimmick on top of another gimmick.”

However, this administration con-
tinues to turn a deaf ear to their warn-
ings, as it pursues its discredited eco-
nomic theories.

Second, this conference agreement is
irresponsible.

Two years ago, economists projected
record surpluses; now they forecast
record deficits. Recently the Congres-
sional Budget Office raised its estimate
of the deficit this year to more than
$300 billion. This is the largest federal
deficit ever in the history of our coun-
try. And it does not include the tax cut
that is before us.

It is a fact that high deficits mean an
increase in long-term interest rates on
small business loans, families’ mort-
gages, and education loans. These defi-
cits therefore act as a hidden tax on
working people.

Also the cost of all of the President’s
tax cuts and the deficits will explode
just as baby boomers start to retire.
Over the next ten years, more than $2
trillion will be raided from Social Se-
curity in order to pay for the Presi-
dent’s tax cuts and spending plans. The
Social Security surplus is going to be
consumed.

Last month, Congressional Budget
Office Director Douglas Holtz-Eakin
said that the retirement of the baby
boomers will drive spending on Social
Security, Medicare and Medicaid alone
from 8 percent of the economy’s output
today to 14 percent in 2030, and to 21
percent by 2075. When you also consider
national defense, homeland security,
education, health care, and other vital
national priorities, you are left with a
fiscal breakdown. But again, the ad-
ministration is ignoring these warn-
ings.

At the very time the President is
asking for massive tax reductions, he is
also asking for the largest debt limit
increase in the history of the United
States. He is seeking an increase of
$984 billion. The President has dug this
economy into a debt hole. He needs to
stop digging. Yet, instead, he is reach-
ing for a bigger shovel.

From coast to coast, states are fac-
ing the most serious fiscal crisis since
World War Il. States are in need of fis-
cal relief now. In Connecticut, we know
that all too well. While there is a State
relief package in the conference agree-
ment, the overall agreement is going to
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hurt States not help them since this
legislation will mean less resources for
Connecticut and other States to invest
in infrastructure, education, homeland
security, and health care for needy
children and the elderly.

Americans all over the country have
expressed their opinions in poll after
poll. They believe that we should not
be passing a massive tax cut if it
means cutting Medicare, if it means
cutting social security, and if it means
cutting education. This conference
agreement ignores the concerns of the
American people.

Third, this tax bill is unfair to work-
ing families.

Yesterday’s Wall Street Journal had
an article that says that through the
President’s tax proposal, some affluent
investors may be able to avoid paying
almost any taxes. Their tax bill would
be almost near zero. This is unfair to
middle-class Americans.

It is bad enough that we are going to
force our children and grandchildren to
shoulder the costs of this tax cut.

It is bad enough that this costly and
irresponsible tax cut will bring about
an average tax cut of $93,500 to tax fil-
ers who earn more than $1 million,
while those households in the middle of
the income spectrum, which includes
the average family in Connecticut,
would receive a tax cut of about $217.

It is bad enough that according to an
analysis done by the Tax Policy Cen-
ter, 36 percent of all U.S. households
would receive no tax cut whatsoever in
2003 under the conference agreement,
and 53 percent of households would re-
ceive a tax cut of $100 or less.

This bill also fails to address a crisis
affecting Americans and small busi-
nesses—the burden of the high costs of
health insurance. In the past year
alone, health care premiums for busi-
nesses have risen more than 13 percent.
This is extremely burdensome for
small businesses, which employ 50 per-
cent of the workers in this country.
The Democratic alternative to the tax
bill, which did not pass, provided small
businesses with a 50 percent tax credit
in 2003 to help pay their share of insur-
ance premiums. This conference agree-
ment that is before us contains nothing
to assist small businesses that are
struggling to keep their employees in-
sured during these times when cash is
tight and health care costs are rising.

In order to fit the massive tax breaks
for the most privileged into the $350
billion limit that was agreed upon, the
marriage penalty relief and the child
tax credit increase will expire next
year, which means a tax increase of
$850 for a family of four with an income
of $40,000 in 2005. Also, the small busi-
ness expensing and bonus depreciation
provisions, which would encourage
business investments and provide them
with needed relief, will also expire.
This is essentially increasing taxes on
small business owners.

In closing, | believe that the con-
ference agreement before the Senate
fails the test of common sense. It also
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fails the test of common decency. At a
time of war, at a time of economic
stagnation, at a time of rising national
debt, and of rising national concern
about how we will educate America’s
children and care for the health needs
of our people, one might expect our na-
tional leaders to pursue policies calling
for shared sacrifice to achieve shared
benefits. Regrettably, that is not the
case. This administration has a clear
vision: to benefit the privileged few
even if it means sacrificing the hopes
and aspirations of the rest of the peo-
ple. We can do better as a Senate, and
do better for our country.
CEO SIGNATURE LEGISLATION

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, as you
know | have had a longstanding inter-
est in an issue that requires chief exec-
utive officers to sign their company’s
tax returns. My amendment has been
made part of the corporate inversion
provisions as well as the CARE Act. |
am hopeful to have this provision en-
acted into law because | believe that if
Joe Sixpack is required to sign his tax
return for his family and sign the oath
that says ‘““Under penalties of perjury, |
declare that | have examined this re-
turn and accompanying schedules and
statements and to the best of my
knowledge and belief they are true,
correct and complete’, why shouldn’t
Josepheus Chardonnay be required to
sign that same oath for his big corpora-
tion?

I understand my CEO provision came
into the current tax bill when the un-
derlying corporate shelter language
was included and that it has been
taken out at the same time that the
corporate inversion language was
taken out of the tax bill.

I would just like to reiterate that I
am still interested in getting this CEO
signature provision enacted into law. |
think it is an important tool for im-
proving corporate accountability. |
would like to ask my colleague Senator
GRASSLEY if we may continue to work
with the Committee on Finance to get
this amendment enacted in either the
CARE Act or the next best legislative
opportunity.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, | am
very much aware of Senator MILLER’S
interest in this provision. As you know,
the Finance Committee has supported
his provision by including it in two
separate pieces of legislation that our
committee considered this year. We
had hoped to include it in this bill,
even if the corporate shelter language
was not included. Unfortunately, this
measure has a negligible revenue effect
and could possibly violate the Byrd
rule. Accordingly, we were obliged to
remove it from the bill. | give Senator
MILLER my commitment, however,
that we will continue to work with him
on opportunities to get this amend-
ment enacted into law this year. |
would also add that | discussed this
provision with Mr. THOMAS, the chair-
man of the House Ways and Means
Committee, and his staff, and they in-
dicated a willingness to examine and
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explore the measure in conferences on
future bills.

Mr. MILLER. | thank the Senator
and look forward to having this meas-
ure brought back to the Senate floor
before the end of this year.

CHILD CARE FUNDING WITHIN STATE AID

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from lowa has shown remarkable
leadership abilities by stewarding
through the Senate a tremendous eco-
nomic stimulus bill, the Jobs and
Growth Tax Relief Reconciliation Act
of 2003. | recognize this was no easy
task and | want to compliment the
Senator on his hard work and success-
ful negotiations in getting the bill
through a difficult conference with the
House. The Nation and the economy
will benefit from this great work.

I understand the final version of this
bill we are considering today contains
$20 billion for State aid, with $10 bil-
lion of that aid going to States to help
them pay for a state’s essential govern-
ment services. | believe the States will
be very grateful for Congress’ willing-
ness to provide these funds.

Although the bill clearly says that
States may spend these funds on “‘es-
sential government services,” | believe
that the States would appreciate some
clarification as to the definition of “‘es-
sential government services.” | refer
specifically to whether these funds
may be used to pay for child care. In
my home State of Utah, there is a
great need for child care funding to
help parents in or near poverty have a
safe place for their children to stay
while they work to provide money for
their families. However, | believe this
need is not a Utah-specific issue, but a
nationwide problem that needs to be
addressed.

I understand the distinguished Sen-
ate Finance Committee chairman has a
long history of supporting initiatives
which not only help children, but help
families who may be on the cusp of
self-sufficiency and | thank you for
your efforts in this regard.

To this end, | would just like to clar-
ify for the record that it is the intent
of Congress to include child care ex-
penses as an acceptable expense under
the ‘“‘essential government services”
clause in the legislation, ensuring that
States may use the $10 billion provided
in the bill for child care expenses?

Mr. GRASSLEY. | would say that as
my good friend, the Senator from Utah,
knows, the Jobs and Growth Tax Relief
Reconciliation Act of 2003 is first and
foremost an economic stimulus bill.
The most effective aid the Federal
Government can give to States or indi-
viduals is a healthy economy with a ro-
bust job market. Without jobs, families
with children won’t need child care
services and won’t have any way to pay
the family bills.

| thank the good chairman of the Ju-
diciary Committee and understand his
concern over the State aid portion of
the legislation. We have tried to pro-
vide as much leeway as possible to the
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States. However, it would be impos-
sible to list all of the acceptable activi-
ties for which a state could use his
money. Therefore, the Congress has
broadly defined the allowable activities
for which States could spend their tem-
porary fiscal relief dollars.

Therefore, my answer to the question
posed to me from the Senator from
Utah is yes. We did intend for child
care expenses to be included as an ele-
ment of ‘“‘essential government serv-
ices’” provided that a state is currently
operating a child care program and ex-
penditures for child care were per-
mitted under the most recently ap-
proved budget for the State.

Mr. HATCH. | am very appreciative
to the Senator from lowa for this clari-
fication. | know it will be very helpful
to those families who rely on these
services. | thank the distinguished Fi-
nance Chairman for his time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, | yield
myself 5 minutes.

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, as this
debate on the budget reconciliation bill
comes to a close, I congratulate the
chairman of the Finance Committee,
CHUCK GRASSLEY. He has done a very
good job with a very difficult task. For
him, the race has not been easy. Even
though some may not have thought it
possible, he has come to the finish line
today.

In some ways, the conference report
has responded to the debate in the Sen-
ate. For example, the conference report
did move roughly three-fifths of the
benefits of the package into the first 2
years. That is clearly more stimulative
than the structure of the bill that went
to conference.

I also wish to commend Senator
GRASSLEY, Senator VOINOVICH, and
Senator SNowe for doing what they
could to restrain the total size of the
bill. Senator VoiNovicH kept his prom-
ise and forced the conferees to keep the
conference report, on its face, within
the $350 billion Senate agreement.

Unfortunately, this tax bill busts
through the $350 billion with a series of
gimmicks to hide the true cost of the
bill. In this time of increasing deficits,
we must live within limits. This con-
ference report fails to do so. Instead, it
uses a series of sunsets to shoehorn
large tax cuts into a small budget win-
dow. In the words of a conservative tax
cut advocate, Stephen Moore, “It’s big-
ger than it looks.”

The conferees have designed a tax cut
that is one big yo-yo. Now you see it,
now you don’t. Child credit is increased
for 2003 and 2004. Then it is taken away.
Part of the marriage penalty is elimi-
nated for 2003 and 2004, and then the
penalty comes back. The 10-percent tax
bracket is expanded for 2003. Then it
reverts back. Even the dividend tax cut
disappears after 2008. If accounting
gimmicks and financial statement ma-
nipulations were intolerable for cor-
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porate America, then why not for the
Congress?

Further, this conference report is not
fair to working Americans or to our
military personnel. The benefits of this
bill are skewed heavily to the elite.
One of the beauties of America is that
we work to treat people equally, but
this bill does not treat all Americans
alike. We are not being brought to-
gether as Americans.

The bill lowers the rate for dividends,
it lowers the tax on capital gains, and
it increases the tax on 1.6 million more
Americans by forcing them into the al-
ternative minimum tax in 2005. The bill
says it is a priority to ensure that only
the people who pay full freight are
those hard-working Americans who
earn their income in wages.

The bill that returned from con-
ference also stripped out provisions to
provide tax relief for those serving our
country in the armed services—those
serving in lIragq, Afghanistan, and
across the globe.

This conference report does less than
it could to rebuild the American econ-
omy. It misdirects its tax breaks to
those more likely to save them and less
likely to spend them immediately.

The bill increases the budget deficit
and lays the bill at the door of our chil-
dren and our grandchildren, it fails to
follow in the American tradition of
fairness, and the bill is simply not
structured to be effective in rebuilding
the American economy.

This week, Alan Greenspan expressed
his dismay at the lack of budget dis-
cipline in Washington, especially with
the failure to take seriously the sig-
nificant budget problems looming be-
cause of the aging and baby boom gen-
erations. In his words, ‘““The silence is
deafening.”” | will not be part of that si-
lence.

I urge Senators to consider what
they are doing today. | urge my col-
leagues to vote against this conference
report.

I reserve the remainder of my time,
Mr. President.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, |
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Wy-
oming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, | thank
the chairman and the ranking member
for the hard work they have done. We
can go into great details. We have been
doing that for weeks. The point is, we
have a problem with the economy. Our
purpose here is to do something to
stimulate that economy. This bill will
do that.

We have been through all the details.
We have been through it in committee.
We have been through it on the floor.
We have been through it on the con-
ference committee. Now we are back.
It is time to do something to create
jobs in this country. This bill will do
it.

I thank the leadership for their help.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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The Senator from lowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. | yield myself such
time as | might consume.

As we wind down debate on this bill,
it is very important that | give appro-
priate thank-yous to people who have
worked so hard on putting this bill to-
gether. | am talking about the staff of
the Finance Committee and the Joint
staff, both Republican and Democrat:
Chief tax counsel, Mark Prater; chief of
staff, Kolan Davis; Ed McClellan, Dean
Zerbe, Christy Mistr, Diann Howland,
Elizabeth Paris, and Brad Cannon;
members of the health staff of the Fi-
nance Committee: Colin Rosky, Jen-
nifer Bell; members from the Budget
Committee staff: Chief of staff, Hazen
Marshall; Cheri Reidy, Beth Felder,
and Rachel Jones; Staff of Majority
Leader FRIST and Assistant Majority
Leader MCCONNELL, including Lee
Rawls, Eric Ueland, Rohit Kumar, Bill
Hoagland, and Mike Solon.

All of the staff of the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation worked through
the night on many occasions. As one
who was caught in the crossfire on this
bill, I can appreciate when they take
the heat from both sides on revenue es-
timates.

I would especially like to thank
George Yin, Mary Schmitt, and Bernie
Schmitt of the Joint Tax Committee. |
wish more of the participants in the
tax legislative process realized how
tough the Joint Tax’s job is; conferee
staff, including Evan Liddiard and
Garett Jones with Senator HATCH’s of-
fice; Laura O’Neill with Senator LOTT’s

office; Lisa Wolski and Lawrence
Willcox of Senator KyL’s staff.
Senate legislative counsel, these

folks, of course, are true legal wizards
who do excellent work under amazing
pressure. This group includes Jim
Fransen, Mark Mathiesen, and Ruth
Ernst. Then a team of people who
worked on the State aid issue so much:
Ted Totman, Steve Robinson, Becky
Shipp, Leah Kegler, Michaela Sims,
and Amy Tejra with BEN NELSON’s
staff, and Michael Bopp with Senator
COLLINS; Treasury Department staff,
including Pam Olson, Greg Jenner, J.T.
Young, and Drew Lyon; the adminis-
tration staff, including Ziad Odjakli, O.
Jack Lee, Christine Burgeson, Candi
Wolff, and David Hobbs.

Finally, I would like to thank Sen-
ator BAucus’s Finance Committee staff
who assisted in the creation of a better
product during times when we were
able to work collaboratively: Jeff
Forbes, Bill Dauster, Russ Sullivan,
Matt Jones, Pat Heck, Anita Horn-
Rizek, Liz Liebschutz, and Jonathan
Selib. I really appreciate all of that.

I am very pleased with the bill that
is before us today. We have given the
country some very good tax relief and
investment incentives. But there is one
provision in the bill that | intend to
change, and that is to let the inverters
of the world know they better be on no-
tice, as far as | am concerned.
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The new 15 percent tax rate applies
to dividends paid by foreign corpora-
tions to their U.S. shareholders. That
is good policy.

What is not good policy is when those
dividends are paid by a phony foreign
shell corporation created by a U.S. cor-
porate inversion. In an inversion, a
U.S. corporation pretends to move its
headquarters to a phony shell corpora-
tion that is nothing more than a folder
in a filing cabinet or a post box in a tax
haven. With this phony tax haven par-
ent corporation in place, the U.S. com-
pany is positioned to rip its taxable in-
come out of the United States through
artificial interest payments to the tax
haven shell, which are legally deduct-
ible on its U.S. return. This structure
also allows the corporate inverter to
move U.S. assets offshore and outside
the reach of the IRS on a tax-free
basis.

I question whether it is proper to
allow a tax cut for dividends from a
corporate inversion. The House blocked
my efforts to insert this ban in today’s
legislation. Because the President
wanted the Jobs & Growth bill on his
desk by Memorial Day, | chose not to
block the legislation over this issue.

I acknowledge that it is the share-
holders who would be denied the rate
reduction, and not the corporate man-
agement that engineered the inversion.
But an inversion requires shareholder
consent. Usually around 60 percent
must approve of the inversion. So do
not let it be said that all shareholders
are innocent bystanders in an inver-
sion. Those who disapprove of the
transaction are always free to sell
their shares.

We should not give a tax cut that
benefits an inversion, and 1 will con-
tinue to examine this issue and hope-
fully put a stop to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, | com-
mend the chairman for raising this
issue at conference. It is a very serious
issue; that is, whether corporations
that invert should enjoy the privileges
of some of the provisions of the bill
about to be passed and soon signed by
the President.

| say to my good friend that I want
to work with the chairman in defining
what the proper way is to deal with
dividends paid by corporations who in-
vert. | hope to find a good solid solu-
tion.

| yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, how
much time remains on my side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
chairman and the ranking member
have both consumed all of their time.

The Democratic leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | know
we are about to vote. Prior to the time
we cast our vote, | wanted to make
some final comments on this bill. We
have been debating this issue now for
several months. Above and beyond any-
thing else, economists from virtually
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all philosophical backgrounds have
urged us to be responsible. They have
said if you are going to do anything re-
garding fiscal policy, make sure you do
not make the problem worse. They ad-
vised us to be immediate, make sure we
have the greatest impact immediately.

Finally, they said whatever you do,
make sure you attempt to be effective.
There are a lot of ways to cut taxes.
Some are effective in stimulating the
economy and others are not.

I firmly believe this bill fails on all
counts. What is more remarkable is
that this bill represents, in my view, a
strategy that was employed just 2
years ago, with disastrous results. In
the name of economic stimulus, the ad-
ministration demanded that we pass a
tax bill to stimulate jobs 2 years ago,
and the result, of course, is now obvi-
ous to us all: 2.7 million jobs have been
lost since 2001.

Economy.com, one of the prestigious
analytical firms that has looked at this
bill, predicts this bill might create
600,000 jobs for 2004, but then, according
to Economy.com, we could see the loss
of 750,000 jobs as a result of the passage
of this bill during the next 9 years.

Not only is this bill grossly ineffec-
tive, | believe it is irresponsible, un-
fair, and duplicitous. First, it is irre-
sponsible because the money for this
plan comes directly from Social Secu-
rity. How many businesses would bor-
row from pension funds to pay a divi-
dend? Yet that is exactly what this bill
does. It borrows the money to pay out
tax cuts in large measure just as pen-
sion funds would be borrowed to pay a
dividend.

It is irresponsible because we are cut-
ting taxes by approximately $800 bil-
lion, if there were no sunset, with a
$400 billion deficit this year. It is irre-
sponsible because just as we pass this
bill, we will be asked to vote on a debt
limit increase of $984 billion sometime
later today. It is irresponsible because
this tax cut means less investment in
education, less investment in homeland
security, less investment in prescrip-
tion drug coverage.

Second, this bill is remarkably un-
fair. It is steeply tilted against the
middle class and toward the elite few
but provides little or no benefit to the
vast majority of Americans. A typical
South Dakotan, according to all the
analyses | have seen, would receive less
than $100 when this bill passes.

Finally, this bill is duplicitous. The
gimmickry in this bill has enough
sleight-of-hand budget tricks to make
an Enron accountant blush. Econo-
mists say the now-you-see-it, now-you-
don’t kind of tax cut is the worst kind.
What they want is stability. What they
want is certainty. What they want is
an absolute assurance that they are
not going to see changes year in and
year out with the Tax Code. That is ex-
actly what this Tax Code does. | be-
lieve our colleagues did the tax equiva-
lent of a triple back flip off the high
dive and they belly-flopped. It is a
belly flop we will all feel.
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Americans have said in poll after poll
we ought to be very careful about pass-
ing tax breaks if it means cutting
Medicare; that they oppose new tax
breaks if it means cutting Social Secu-
rity; that we ought not have new tax
breaks if it means cutting homeland
security; that we should not see new
tax breaks if it means cutting edu-
cation. This bill turns its back on the
American people. That is why | will
vote no.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | take this
opportunity prior to this important,
significant vote to thank and congratu-
late the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, Chairman CHUCK GRASSLEY,
and his staff on the tremendous work
they have done over the past several
days but really over the past 30 days to
bring the Senate to this conclusion in
3 minutes or so. | also thank the rank-
ing member and his staff and especially
the staff of the Joint Tax Committee
for the long hours and work they have
devoted to legislation that is straight-
forward in what it accomplishes, to
create jobs and grow the economy,
which is quite complex when you look
at the moving parts where we have had
to marry the House bill with the Sen-
ate bill.

In many ways, in large part because
of a number of discussions that seem a
long time ago, it was just 2 weeks ago
the Finance Committee met its in-
structions under this year’s budget res-
olution to report a tax reconciliation
bill to the Senate, a bill complying
with this year’s budget instructions to
craft an economic tax stimulus bill.
That was just 2 weeks ago. It was just
1 week ago last night that the full Sen-
ate passed and sent to conference a re-
vised tax reconciliation bill.

We are here this morning with an op-
portunity to pass and send to the Presi-
dent a bill that will provide immediate
relief to millions of American families,
businesses and, indeed, States. And it
will create jobs.

Economists say again and again our
economy in this country is like a great
ship that cannot be turned around
quickly, but while our economy today
is moving in the right direction and it
does not need to be turned all the way
around, it clearly needs to pick up
pace. We need to stoke those boilers in
that ship, that ship being the economy,
in order to create those jobs.

Of the $350 billion stimulus and
growth provided in the bill before the
Senate this morning, nearly 60 percent,
or $200 billion of this tax and fiscal re-
lief is provided this year and next. It is
immediate. It is short-term stimulus to
grow the economy and jobs. | add that
this is more stimulus in the first few
years than either the President’s origi-
nal proposal or the House bill or the
Senate bill. This is a major stoking of
those boilers in that economy, in that
ship of the economy.

In a few moments | believe we will
pass what is the third largest tax relief
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package in history. This is a great vic-
tory for the American people. Why? We
talk about the big numbers and |
talked about the $350 billion, but the
wonderful thing is it boils down to
greater job security for people who
may be listening at this moment, peo-
ple who are looking for jobs or want
jobs. It elevates that sense of security
for them. Why? Because it creates jobs.
It grows the economy. It means if you
do not have a job and you wake up and
open the newspaper and you are look-
ing through those classified ads, you
are more likely to get a job after pas-
sage of this bill. It means if you have a
job today but you feel insecure about it
because the economy is not moving
quite as fast or quite as quickly, it is
more likely you will be able to keep
that job and it will be with you long
term and you do not have to worry
every morning when you wake up
about losing that job. The bill stimu-
lates the economy and it stimulates
job creation. What we have been able
to fashion after a lot of negotiation, a
lot of compromise on both sides of the
aisle and in this body, with the other
body, and in addressing the President’s
initial proposal, is a bill that does it
now; it moves the stimulus up to now
when people want it.

If you are a schoolteacher, you will
this year have more money to spend on
your children’s clothes or you will be
able to make those mortgage payments
a little bit easier than you did 6
months ago or last year. If you are a
mom and dad and you have three chil-
dren, it means you will receive $3,000
this year. You will receive $3,000, if you
have 3 children, in child tax credits to
spend on their needs. Maybe you will
be able to buy them each that com-
puter they need, that they deserve, to
stay in tune with what we can provide
in education today.

Twenty-five million Americans will
receive this child tax credit this year,
now, with passage of this bill. If a po-
liceman and a teacher are married and
are unfairly paying more in taxes—you
are paying more in taxes because you
are married than if you were not mar-
ried—relief is on the way when we pass
this bill.

As we all know, most jobs—probably
70 percent or 80 percent is the figure we
use—most jobs are created by small
businesses. That is a fact. It is not the
large corporations that provide jobs; it
is the small businesses. It is the small
businesses where ideas arise, where in-
novation takes place, where capital is
consumed, is invested, where expansion
takes place, and jobs are created. They
are the engines of economic growth and
will be in this bill we will pass in a few
moments. The small businesses are di-
rectly and specifically stimulated in
terms of growth, investment, and ex-
pansion. They will hire more people,
they will create more jobs.

With passage of this bill, if you have
a job, no matter what the job s,
whether it is a low-paying job or a
high-paying job, you will be better off.
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Your family will be better off. You will
have more money. Our Government is
simply saying, We trust you with the
money you earn. We are saying, once
again, It is your money. We are saying,
You are the best steward of the re-
sources that you earn, to save, to in-
vest, to spend on your family, on your
small business. Today, after the Presi-
dent signs this bill that was passed by
the House last night and will be passed
by the Senate today—and you can say
this to every single American—you will
have more money and will pay less in
taxes.

In closing, | thank the President of
the United States and the Vice Presi-
dent. The President has shown remark-
able leadership in putting forth this
jobs-and-growth package, in promoting
it in every step long the way. True
leadership.

I also thank the Vice President, our
own leader in the Senate, who has
worked literally nonstop over the last
several days to help us marry the origi-
nal House proposal with that Senate
proposal. We thank them for their lead-
ership.

Indeed, this bill accomplishes the
goals we all share in this body; that is,
to move America forward, to grow the
economy, and to create jobs and job se-
curity for all Americans. Now let’s
move to pass this bill that will, indeed,
benefit all Americans.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
conference report accompanying H.R.
2.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 50,
nays 50, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 196 Leg.]

YEAS—50
Alexander Dole Miller
Allard Domenici Murkowski
Allen Ensign Nelson (NE)
Bennett Enzi Nickles
Bond Fitzgerald Roberts
Brownback Frist Santorum
Bunning Graham (SC) Sessions
Burns Grassley
Campbell Gregg g:;slltbg
Chambliss Hagel Spect:
Cochran Hatch pecter
Coleman Hutchison Stevens
Collins Inhofe Sununu
Cornyn Kyl Talent
Craig Lott Thomas
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
DeWine McConnell Warner

NAYS—50
Akaka Dayton Kohl
Baucus Dodd Landrieu
Bayh Dorgan Lautenberg
Biden Durbin Leahy
Bingaman Edwards Levin
Boxer Feingold Lieberman
Breaux Feinstein Lincoln
Byrd Graham (FL) A
cantwell Harkin miﬁf:::ki
Carper Hollings Murra
Chafee Inouye Y
Clinton Jeffords Nelson (FL)
Conrad Johnson Pryor
Corzine Kennedy Reed
Daschle Kerry Reid
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Rockefeller Stabenow
Sarbanes Wyden

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this vote,
the yeas are 50, the nays are 50. The
Senate being equally divided, the Vice
President votes in the affirmative, and
the conference report to accompanying
H.R. 2, to provide for reconciliation
pursuant to section 201 of the concur-
rent resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 2004, is agreed to.

Mr. GRASSLEY. |
sider the vote.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. | move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Montana is recognized.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, before
we turn to the debt limit bill, | just
have a couple of remarks to make.

Putting this tax bill together that
was just passed has been a difficult
task and made more difficult by the
politics involved. Nonetheless, the Fi-
nance Committee staff—both Demo-
crats and Republicans—worked very
well together, | think in a bipartisan
fashion, to help get us where we are.

| thank the Finance Committee staff
for their counsel and for their hard
work. They spent many long hours on
this legislation.

| appreciate the cooperation we re-
ceived from the Republican staff, par-
ticularly Kolan Davis, Ted Totman,
Mark Prater, Christy Mistr, Ed McClel-
lan, Elizabeth Paris, Diann Howland,
and Dean Zerbe.

I also thank my staff for their hard
work and dedication, including Jeff
Forbes, Russ Sullivan, Bill Dauster,
Matt Jones, Liz Liebschutz, Patrick
Heck, Anita Horn Rizek, Jonathan
Selib, Lara Birkes, Liz Fowler, Alan
Cohen, Tom Klouda, and Kate
Kirchgraber.

I also thank our dedicated fellows:

Schumer
Snowe

move to recon-

Alisa Blum, Mark Kirbabas, Rhonda
Sinkfield, and Renee Johnson.
Finally, 1 thank our intern, Mike

Wiedrick, who joined the Finance Com-
mittee the week of the markup of this
bill and did not miss a step.

Particularly, | thank the staff of the
Joint Committee on Taxation for their
invaluable service. They worked very
hard under very difficult cir-
cumstances. | know | speak for all
Members in commending them.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, the Senate
voted today on a so-called ‘‘jobs and
growth” package. | voted against this
package, Mr. President, because I'm
still looking for the part of the pack-
age that will result in jobs and eco-
nomic growth. In fact, | would like to
take this opportunity to explain to my
colleagues, and the people of Wis-
consin, what exactly it is that | have
found in this package, and what it’s
lacking.

As | look through the conference re-
port before us, | have found proposals
that fall far short of helping to boost
our economy and creating jobs for the
American people. The cost of this
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package, which is much higher than es-
timated due to the gimmick of
sunsetting provisions, will only in-
crease our already record-setting debt.
As great an economic authority as
Alan Greenspan has made it clear that
growing debt and increasing interest
rates will do nothing to create jobs or
benefit the economy. In fact, just the
opposite will result.

In addition, this package includes
provisions that will overwhelmingly
benefit the wealthy, again to the det-
riment of the economy and the jobless.
How do you create consumer demand
by giving money to those least likely
to spend it? How do you create jobs by
rewarding those who are so rich they
obviously have high paying jobs or
don’t even need them?

Those are a few of the provisions that
are included in this bill. What is not in-
cluded? There is not enough money
going to help the States out of their
fiscal crises. My State of Wisconsin is
facing a budget gap of nearly $300 mil-
lion. How can | vote for a package that
does so little to close that? While | sup-
port the meager amount that was in-
cluded in the final bill, I am dis-
appointed when | compare it to what
we could and should have done. In addi-
tion, | strongly oppose the dividend tax
provisions that, in States such as Wis-
consin, which tie their definition of
taxable income to the federal defini-
tion, will suck back over half of the
state aid the bill includes. Our strug-
gling States don’t need that kind of
legerdemain—sending a small, tem-
porary cash infusion while enacting a
long-term erosion in their tax base.

In addition, | am equally dis-
appointed that many of the provisions
that would have actually helped middle
and lower class families will sunset
after 2004, providing little or no benefit
to the families who need it the most.
The bill drops a Senate provision to ac-
celerate a component of the child tax
credit that would have directly bene-
fited working families across the coun-
try. The bill does not have real relief
from the alternative minimum tax, a
provision that will increasingly affect
middle class families over the coming
years. Finally, in the long list of exam-
ples of what this bill lacks, several of
the loopholes that would have been
closed under the Senate bill have been
left out of the conference report, allow-
ing companies to continue to use a
myriad of tax shelters.

As | review what is in this bill, and
what isn’t, | am confident that the ma-
jority of the people of Wisconsin will
not benefit from what we have done
here today. It is for their interests that
I have to work, and | cannot in good
conscience support a bill that will not
benefit them.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
rise in strong opposition to the final
version of the reconciliation bill, which
has emerged from conference com-
mittee.

Last week | came to this floor to ex-
press my opposition to the tax cut
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which emerged from the Senate. And |
believe that the bill which passed the
House was no better. Unfortunately,
this conference report has even less to
recommend it than either of those
bills.

This bill will add an additional $350
billion to our deficit over the next 5
years, all of which will be paid for by
future generations of taxpayers. Even
worse, it contains so many sunsets and
phase-outs that it makes a mockery of
our tax code.

Some provisions last only through
the end of next year and others phase
out in each subsequent year, until the
whole tax cut is finished by the end of
2008. This bill is a patchwork quilt of
temporary cuts and provides neither
short-term stimulus nor Ilong-term
structural tax relief. Indeed, all it pro-
vides is a great deal of uncertainty to
the average American taxpayer.

Rather than view the reluctance of
the Senate to pass a large tax cut as a
sign of concern over our historic fed-
eral budget deficits, the conferees used
a grab-bag of tricks to stuff a $1.1 tril-
lion tax cut into a $350 billion package.
Many of those cuts are likely to be-
come permanent, which will further in-
crease deficits and the federal debt.

Quite frankly, | am not fooled by this
slight of hand, and | am sure that the
average American will not be either.

By lowering tax rates on both divi-
dends and capital gains, the Conferees
ensured that this bill is even more re-
gressive than the President’s original
proposal, because capital gains income
is skewed even more to the wealthiest
Americans than dividend income.

Between now and 2006, the period dur-
ing which the majority of the tax cuts
are in effect, 54 percent of the tax cuts
will go to the 5 percent of Americans
who earn over $150,000 annually. The
top one percent of Americans, who earn
an average of just over $1 million annu-
ally, will take away 37 percent of the
tax cuts.

In those areas that count most, this
bill provides very little relief. It pro-
vides $20 billion in state aid, which is a
start, but which is much less than the
$40 billion which is required to have a
meaningful impact on state budget
deficits, which in many cases have
reached crisis proportions.

At the same time, this bill strips out
a provision in the Senate-passed bill
which would accelerate the
refundability of the Child Tax Credit
for families earning $10,000 to $30,000
per year. In fact, 29 percent of married
and head of household filers will re-
ceive no tax cut in 2003 under the bill,
while higher-earning families will re-
ceive a $400 rebate check this year.

And this bill preserves the most re-
gressive portion of the tax cut—the cut
to taxes on dividends and capital
gains—through 2008, while cuts tar-
geted at middle income families, such
as marriage penalty relief, are only
provided for 2 years.

Mr. President, this tax cut makes no
sense—no sense at all. It provides little
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benefit to those taxpayers who are
likely to generate new consumer de-
mand, and instead boosts the income of
wealthy taxpayers who will spend little
if any of it on goods or services.

Keep in mind that the 2001 tax cuts
are only now coming into full effect. In
June of 2001, | voted in favor of a $1.35
trillion tax cut, which remains the
largest tax cut in history. That tax cut
will return $300 billion to American
taxpayers by the end of next year, and
will provide $90 billion in tax relief this
year alone.

The top 1 percent of taxpayers, who
will receive 37 percent of the benefits
included in the Reconciliation bill, are
already scheduled to receive an aver-
age of $11,300 in tax relief this year.

There is simply no reason to add an-
other tax cut on top of what was al-
ready the largest cut in history, par-
ticularly when every dollar in tax cuts
must be paid for by new debt.

Gross Federal debt currently stands
at $6.7 trillion. If the provisions in this
tax cut are permanently extended, as
this Administration intends, then our
federal debt will rise to $12 trillion by
the end of the decade.

The President claimed that any defi-
cits created by his fiscal policy would
be ““small and short-term.”” It does not
take an accountant to understand that
the deficits now projected by the Con-
gressional Budget Office are neither
small, nor short-term, and, in fact, will
not fall below $300 billion before 2013, if
the Social Security surplus is excluded.

Our on-budget deficit in 2003 alone
will exceed $500 billion. That means
that nearly one-quarter of our $2.2 tril-
lion in gross Federal spending is fi-
nanced through deficit spending. There
is nothing cyclical about a deficit of
one-quarter of your total spending—
rather, it is a structural deficit that
cannot be sustained.

Deficits of the magnitude we are now
incurring will drive up long-term inter-
est rates and stifle economic growth.

If you or | were to walk into a bank
and ask for a loan, and we told our
bank officer that we expected to earn
$30,000 per year for the next decade, but
spend $40,000 per year over the same pe-
riod, we would be laughed out of the
building. But that is exactly what our
Federal Government is now planning to
do.

This is unconscionable, and this is
why | have voted against this tax bill.

The fact that, later today, we must
vote to increase the Federal debt limit
stands as a clear indication of the very
grave fiscal straits in which we now
find ourselves.

It has taken just 2 years to squander
our hard won budget surplus, and we
are forced to vote to increase the debt
limit because this administration,
along with this Congress, are placing
irresponsible tax cuts ahead of fiscal
discipline and common sense.

In this year’s State of the Union mes-
sage, President Bush stated: “We will
not deny, we will not ignore, we will
not pass along our problems to other
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Congresses, to other presidents, and
other generations.”

Well, Mr. President, by voting to in-
crease our debt limit, we are now han-
dling an additional $984 billion dollar
debt as our gift to those future genera-
tions.

This is why | am voting for an
amendment offered by Senator BAucus
that would increase the Federal debt
limit by $350 billion, an amount which
will ease the current pressure on our
Treasury but force us to review our fis-
cal policy within the next 9 months.

This, to me, is the prudent course
given our current fiscal straits. To in-
crease the debt limit by $984 billion all
at once is to write ourselves a 2 year
free pass at the expense of regular re-
view. It is, without question, the wrong
thing to do.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, putting
this bill together has been a chal-
lenging task. Many Senators have
played important roles in this legisla-
tion but it could not have been done
without the contributions of our staff.
Without the aid of these individuals,
the work of this institution would be
impossible to accomplish. | would like
to recognize the hard work and dedica-
tion of those staff members whose con-
tributions to this legislation have been
critical and without whom we would
not have been able to pass this very
important bill.

On the Finance Committee, | want to
recognize the contributions of Chair-
man GRASSLEY’s staff. On the tax side,
I want to especially thank the commit-
tee’s chief tax counsel, Mark Prater,
the committee’s staff director Kolan
Davis as well as Ed McClellan, Dean
Zerbe, Christy Mistr, Diann Howland,
Elizabeth Paris, and Brad Cannon. |
also want to thank Ted Totman, Steve
Robinson, Leah Kegler, and Becky
Shipp for their work on the State aid
provisions.

I would also like to acknowledge the
contributions of Chairman NICKLES’
Budget Committee staff, including Ra-
chel Jones, Hazen Marshall, Beth
Felder, and Cheri Reidy. | should also
thank Lisa Wolski and Lawrence
Willcox of Senator KyL’s staff, whose
efforts were integral to the success of
this bill.

Also integral to our efforts was the
work of the entire staff of the Joint
Committee on Taxation and the Senate
Legislative Counsel’s office. Specifi-
cally, George Yin, Mary Schmitt, and
Bernie Schmitt of the Joint Committee
and Jim Fransen, Mark Mathiesen, and
Ruth Ernst at Legislative Counsel.
They have all put in long hours to help
bring this bill to completion.

I would also like to acknowledge the
efforts of those individuals from the
administration, all of whom dedicated
significant time and effort to this bill.
From the White House, | would like to
thank Ziad Ojakli and Christine
Burgeson from the Legislative Affairs
Office and Pam Olson, J.T. Young,
John Kelly, and Greg Jenner from the
Department of Treasury. Without their
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efforts and cooperation, this bill could
not have come to pass.

Finally, 1 would like to thank my
staff and Senator MCCONNELL’s staff
for their work in getting both a bill
and then a conference report through
the Senate in just over a week’s time.
From Senator MCCONNELL’s office, |
would like to especially thank Kyle
Simmons and Michael Solon. From my
office, | would like to thank Lee Rawls,
Eric Ueland, Bill Hoagland, and Rohit
Kumar.

These staff members have worked
diligently and largely in anonymity.
Given all that they have done in serv-
ice to their country, | think it is appro-
priate to recognize their work publicly
so the rest of the country knows, as we
all know, how well we are served by
our staff.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Demo-
cratic leader.

————————

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, having
passed the tax cut, our attention now
turns to increasing the debt limit. We
will have a number of amendments. |
just thought it would be helpful for
Senators to know we will not stack
these votes. We will offer them, and
there will be short time limits, maybe
10 minutes per amendment.

The first one will be offered by the
distinguished Senator from Montana,
the ranking member, Mr. BAUCUS. Sen-
ator KENNEDY will have one on unem-
ployment. | will have a sense of the
Senate on Social Security. There will
be a couple of others. But these amend-
ments will be offered and debated and
then voted on as we go through the
morning. So Senators will probably
want to stay close to the floor in order
to be here to vote so we can expedite
consideration of these amendments.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the Baucus amendment be
limited to 10 minutes equally divided,
with no second degrees.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
jection?

Mr. THOMAS. No objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Is there ob-

———

INCREASING THE STATUTORY
LIMIT ON THE PUBLIC DEBT

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will report the next order of business.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 51) increasing
the statutory limit on the public debt.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHAFEE). The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, today
we are discussing legislation to raise
the statutory limit on the Federal
debt, the ceiling on how much the
Treasury Department can borrow. It is
a very important matter.

The Federal debt is like the family
credit card. Sooner or later you have to
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pay down the debts that you have al-
ready incurred. If you don’t, your cred-
it rating will suffer. The way the Gov-
ernment raises the debt limit is also
like a family who just keeps calling
the bank every time they hit the credit
limit and asks the bank over and over
again for an increase in their credit
limit without regard to anything else.
Rather than pay down their debt, they
just keep on asking for a higher debt
limit.

When the credit card bill comes, it is
a time to reassess the family’s budget.
It is a time to review the debts and to
control the future spending. The fis-
cally responsible approach is that of
the typical Montana family who, rath-
er than just ask for an increase in their
credit limit, sits down at the Kkitchen
table and reassesses their budget. And
so should we.

Let’s put this in perspective. This
debt limit increase is one big bill. This
bill calls for an increase of almost $1
trillion. | have a chart behind me that
shows the increase of the debt limit.
This bill calls for an increase of $984
billion in the debt ceiling, nearly $1
trillion. This will be the largest debt
limit increase in history. This will be
an increase of about $3,400 in debt for
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica. That is signified by the column on
the right, which is the debt limit in-
crease being asked for here.

That is just the increase. The debt
subject to limit is already more than
$22,000 per person. This $3,400 increase
would come on top of that. Before this
bill, the largest increase was in 1990,
under the first Bush administration.
Then the Government increased the
debt limit by $915 billion.

Since 1990, the Government has in-
creased the debt limit five times. The
average of those five increases was
about $450 billion. So $984 billion is a
very large number. It is out of line
with the most recent precedents. It is
too large a number for us to make now.

As this debt limit increases, it is just
the tip of the iceberg. The budget reso-
lution lays out the fiscal course on
which we are headed. Page 4 of the
budget resolution says in black and
white: If we follow the budget resolu-
tion, the debt will grow to
$12,040,000,000,000 in 2013. That is page 4
of the budget resolution Congress
passed. That would be $39,000 in debt
for every man, woman, and child in the
country in 2013, 10 years from now. Fol-
lowing the budget resolution, of course,
would leave a legacy of nearly $40,000
in debt for every American child com-
ing into the world about the time the
baby boomers arrive.

I come from a State where the aver-
age income per person is about $22,000.
So these are large numbers. This large
debt means that the Federal Govern-
ment has to spend the first dollars it
receives to pay interest on past debts.
Before the Government can spend a
cent on national defense, education, it
would have to set aside $157 billion a
year on net interest on the debt. More
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than 11 cents on every on-budget tax
dollar has to go directly to pay net in-
terest before the Government can
spend on any current needs.

That is a debt tax that every tax-
payer has to pay. It is a debt tax that
robs this generation and future genera-
tions of the ability to make their own
fiscal choices.

The time has come for us to reassess
our budget. This is a time to look to
see where we are and how we got here.
Not long ago our country was paying
down the debt. When the Government
ran budget surpluses in the late 1990s
and the beginning of this decade, it re-
duced the Government’s demand on the
credit markets.

From 1998 to 2001, the Government
reduced debt held by the public by $448
billion. That is demonstrated by the
chart behind me to my immediate left.
It shows from 2000 to 2003, about 33.1
percent was the debt ratio to GDP;
that is, we were paying down the debt.
That is that steep declining solid red
line with the debt being paid down.

When the Government returned to
budget deficits at 2002, it began, once
again, to mount up debt held by the
public. In 2002, the Government ran a
deficit of $158 billion. The deficit this
current year will be much higher.

In January 2001, the Congressional
Budget Office projected surpluses of
$5.6 trillion for the next decade. That
was 2001. Now CBO projects that the
President’s budget will result in defi-
cits of $2.1 trillion for the same period.
Thus, CBO’s projections of the decade
to come have changed by almost $8
trillion in just 2 years. Imagine, an $8
trillion difference in just 2 years—from
a $5.6 trillion surplus to a $2.1 trillion
deficit.

These are times of great uncertainty
for budget projections. The recent
budget projections have continued this
trend. In its May budget review, CBO
made a new larger deficit projection
for fiscal year 2003. According to that
new review, the most recent, CBO now
expects that the Government will end
2003 with a deficit of over $300 billion.
That is compared with its March base-
line of $246 billion. So the budget reso-
lution projection of $12 trillion debt
limit for 2013 may understate the debt
we will pass along to future genera-
tions. That is certainly clear if we stay
on the present course. And all these
deficit figures are for the total budget
deficit before netting out the surpluses
contributed by Social Security.

Since the Social Security reforms of
1983, Social Security has been running
surpluses. 1 will never forget Alan
Greenspan headed that commission;
Senators Dole and Moynihan were on
it. They came up with good suggestions
for the Congress to pass, and we did.
Consequently, since the recommenda-
tions, Social Security has been running
surpluses. The goal of doing so was to
increase national savings in anticipa-
tion of the retirement of the baby
boom generation starting in the next
decades. Senator Moynihan would con-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

stantly remind us of that date. If we
had balanced the rest of the budget, we
would have increased national savings.

But the rest of the budget has not
been in surplus. It is not in surplus
now. So these trust fund surpluses have
masked the size of Government defi-
cits.

The Government’s deficits are thus
much larger than they appear. As the
baby boom generation begins to retire,
Social Security’s annual surpluses will
eventually turn into deficits. More-
over, CBO projects deficits for the rest
of the Government will continue as far
as the eye can see. So the true larger
size of the Government’s budget defi-
cits will become all too apparent in the
next decade.

This debt limit bill is very much re-
lated to our budget deficits and the
coming budget pressure from the re-
tirement of the baby boom generation.
Think of our children and our grand-
children trying to make ends meet in
their lives. When this generation piles
up debt, it is imposing a tax on them.
It is raising their taxes. We have a
moral obligation, | believe, to act as
good stewards of what we have been
given, whether it is in the environment
or the economy. We have an obligation
to leave things for our children and
grandchildren in at least as good shape
as we found them.

This is a great country of which we
can be proud. We have weathered many
storms in the past—economic and oth-
erwise.

We live in times of great uncertainty
and great challenges. A good steward
would not tempt the fate. A good stew-
ard would ensure that we do not add to
the challenges our children will have to
face.

In too many spheres, there has been
too much seeking after rewards for this
generation, for now. Rather, we should
exercise responsibility. We should en-
sure that we act as guardians of future
generations. After all, we are not all
going to be here forever.

It is time to reassess. It is time to
change course. First, we need to stop
making the deficits and the debt worse.
We need to put the brakes on the size
of spending increases and tax cuts.

This debate is very much related to
the one just concluded on the tax bill.
We need to limit the size of future tax
cuts. And wherever possible, we need to
pay for tax cuts, as we did with the
CARE act and the military tax bill.
Stop the gimmicks. Be honest about
long-term costs.

Second, we need to extend and
strengthen our budget process con-
straints. The pay-as-you-go rule and
the appropriations caps contributed to
the fiscal responsibility of the 1990s.
We need to follow the rules.

Third, the debt limit itself should
provide a much needed brake on fiscal
irresponsibility. We should not in-
crease the debt limit by the large
amount that the House of Representa-
tives proposes. Rather, we should force
the Government to reassess its fiscal
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situation again later this year—not
next year as the House contemplates—
when we will have a clearer picture of
how the economy and budget are
faring.

Returning to the analogy of the fam-
ily credit card, the credit limit on the
credit card is a check on future spend-
ing. Similarly, with the debt limit, a
smaller increase now will ensure that

we in Congress address the Govern-
ment’s fiscal policy again later this
year.

So this is an important debate. It
may not be a glamorous issue, but it is
a very important one. We have a
weighty responsibility. This is an issue
that the Senate should debate. Cer-
tainly, we should not hide behind the
rules to avoid votes, as the House of
Representatives has done. Certainly,
we should not flee from the issues, and
to a recess, without full consideration
of this issue.

We will address it best if we do not
simply approve this bill without
amendment. Rather, we need to debate
and understand why we are here. We
need to scale back this too large
amount. If the Senate doesn’t reduce
the size of the debt increase, | will op-
pose it. And we should add procedures
to ensure greater fiscal responsibility
in the future.

Only by taking these steps will we be
meeting our responsibility. | urge my
colleagues to join me in that effort.

At the appropriate time, | will offer
an amendment to reduce the increase
in the debt limit.

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

Mr. THOMAS. | have just a couple of
remarks. | think we need to understand
where we are. | think most of us do, as
a matter of fact. We have heard from
the Secretary of the Treasury, of
course, on the final action by the
Treasury to provide room for the debt
limit. It has to be done by May 28,
which is very soon.

The House has acted. The House is no
longer there. | think the amendment
we will soon hear about would tide us
over until maybe August, instead of
doing it for another fiscal year, so we
know where we are.

There is a very big difference be-
tween public debt and the debt held by
the trust funds. | will wait until the
chairman comes back to go into that in
detail.

| think those who are proposing these
amendments ought to explain how this
is going to work, since the House is not
there and they have already acted. Of
course, it just ruins the system we are
in now. The fact is, we need to go for-
ward. | suggest we move on with the
amendments. | have to say to my
friends that | hope we reject these
amendments because it doesn’t make
sense not to go ahead with what has
been passed in the House. We know we
have to do it. It has to be there. Then
I will be interested, as we go through
time, in talking about spending with
the Senator from Montana because
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that has not been something that has
been under control on the other side of
the aisle.

| yield the floor.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Senate
is considering legislation to raise the
statutory debt limit by $1 trillion.

This increase is the largest in the
history of the Republic—surpassing by
a whopping $100 billion the record that
was set by the first President Bush in
1990. What’s more, it would be the sec-
ond increase in the debt ceiling since
this President took office in January
2001.

The Treasury Secretary recently
wrote to the Congress stating that the
current statutory debt ceiling would
only be adequate to ensure the oper-
ations of Government through the end
of May. The administration has tried
to excuse the need to raise the level of
borrowing authority. Among its scape-
goats, the administration blames eco-
nomic weakness. It blames the Sep-
tember 11 attacks. It blames the cor-
porate accounting scandals of last sum-
mer.

That scapegoating may help this ad-
ministration to explain how it lost $5.6
trillion of budget surpluses in less than
2 years, but it doesn’t explain why they
need to increase the national debt by
an additional $1 trillion. It doesn’t ex-
plain why this administration is push-
ing for new tax cuts when we don’t
even have the money to pay for tax
cuts that have already been enacted
into law.

To quote President Ronald Reagan,
““the American people deserve a Presi-
dent who has the courage to give an-
swers instead of mak[ing] excuses.”

So far, only $202 billion of the $1.35
trillion tax cut package signed into law
in 2001 has gone into effect. That
means $1.15 trillion in tax cuts are set
to phase in over the next 8 years. In ad-
dition, the President is pushing for $1.5
trillion in new tax cuts. That is a total
of $2.65 trillion in tax cuts that would
have to be paid for in the coming years
under the President’s policies.

But there is no money to pay for
them. The cupboard is bare. The vault
is empty. There is nothing left under
the mattress. The moths are flying out
of the wallet of the U.S. Government.

The Congressional Budget Office re-
ported a $248 billion deficit for the first
6 months of the current fiscal year.
That deficit is expected to increase to
nearly $400 billion before the end of the
fiscal year. That is $400 billion—$110
billion higher than the record set in
1992 during the first Bush administra-
tion.

We will have to borrow the money
not only to pay for new tax cuts, but to
pay 85 percent of the tax cuts already
enacted into law and scheduled to be-
come effective in the coming years.

That is why the administration is
pushing the Congress to increase the
statutory debt limit by $1 trillion—so
that we can borrow the money to pay
for these tax cuts.

The ship is sinking and this adminis-
tration is drilling more holes in the
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bottom of the boat. Administration of-
ficials are already beginning to jump
ship. Paul O’Neill left the Treasury De-
partment last December, along with
the President’s economic adviser,
Larry Lindsey. White House economist
Glenn Hubbard left last February. And
now Mitch Daniels is fleeing the budg-
etary quagmire he helped to create.

The Republican-passed budget, which
assumes the President’s budget pro-
posals are enacted into law, estimates
that the statutory debt limit will in-
crease from its current level of $6.4
trillion to $12 trillion by 2013. This leg-
islation to increase the debt ceiling by
$1 trillion is just the beginning of an
administration effort currently under-
way to double the size of the national
debt by $6 trillion in just 10 years.

And that rise in the debt limit does
not include the total costs of the war
in Iraq. It does not include necessary
investments that must be made to pro-
tect the Nation from terrorists. Nor
does it include an adequate prescrip-
tion drug benefit, or a host of other ur-
gent investments that need to be made
in education, health care, veterans
services, and other essential infrastruc-
ture.

Most alarmingly, that debt limit in-
crease does not include the costs of
providing for the soon-to-be-retiring
baby boomers, and the resulting finan-
cial pressures on the Social Security
Program.

According to the latest Social Secu-
rity Trustees Report, Social Security
trust fund expenditures will exceed rev-
enues beginning in 2018, when there
will be an estimated 65 million Social
Security beneficiaries. The President’s
budget said ‘““These high and perpetual
deficits make it obvious that Social
Security and Medicare are in deep
trouble.” Yet there is nothing in the
President’s budget or the Republican-
passed budget resolution that sets
aside a single dime to deal with the im-
pending Social Security funding crisis.

When this President took office, he
told the American people that every
dollar of the Social Security surplus
would be saved. But taking into ac-
count the President’s proposed $1.5 tril-
lion in new tax cuts, we will not only
spend every dollar of the $2.2 trillion
Social Security surplus through 2011,
but we also will have to borrow more
than $1.7 trillion to cover the Presi-
dent’s spending and tax cut proposals.

It took the entire history of the Na-
tion to accumulate $5.6 trillion in debt
by fiscal year 2001. Under the Presi-
dent’s budget proposals, as incor-
porated in the fiscal year 2004 budget
resolution, this debt would grow by
over 100 percent in just 10 years. The
United States fought World War 11, the
Korean war, and the Vietnam war, and
even then our national debt grew only
by $865 billion, from $43 billion in 1940
to $908 billion in 1980. Under President
Bush’s budget proposals, it will grow
by almost seven times that amount in
just 10 years.

A national debt of that size amounts
to $41,370.54 for every man, woman, and
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child in this country. That is more
money than is annually earned by over
half of the households in this Nation.
That is enough money to put a down
payment on half a dozen houses in
West Virginia, to pay for a 4-year col-
lege education at West Virginia Uni-
versity, with money left over, or to pay
eight times over for the annual health
care insurance of a family of four.

Like a carney at a circus sideshow,
the Bush administration is asking the
American people to step up to a barrel,
and slap down $41,340 to win a $1,083 tax
cut prize. The American people are
being lured into the tent by big prom-
ises and folksy talking. In his January
28 State of the Union address, the
President said, “We will not pass on

our problems to other Congresses,
other Presidents, and other genera-
tions.”

What will happen when the carney
pulls back the curtain and the Amer-
ican people realize that they have been
swindled? We hear much rhetoric about
providing the American people with
tax relief. Yet nothing is said about
debt relief for the American public,
which will be borne by generations to
come long after the tax refund checks
have been cashed.

So when the administration tells the
American people that this debt in-
crease was brought on by factors be-
yond its control, the American public
should also realize that the administra-
tion, with eyes wide open, has chosen
to strap this crushing debt burden to
their backs. No matter how fair and eq-
uitable this administration claims its
tax cut proposals to be, the tax refund
checks will do nothing to save Social
Security, and to cover the costs of the
debt burden that American families
will be paying for decades to come.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, since De-
cember 2002, the Treasury Department
has made three requests to Congress
for an unspecified increase in the debt
limit. Last year, the administration
asked for a $700 billion increase, but
Congress wisely trimmed it to $450 bil-
lion. The $984 billion increase we will
pass today will be the largest increase
in the debt limit ever, and it is twice as
high as the average for the last five in-
creases. This level of increase rep-
resents about $3,400 for every man,
woman and child in the United
States—or more than 17 times what the
median American family will receive in
tax cuts under the conference agree-
ment passed earlier today by one vote.

We need to be clear about a few
things here in the Senate. The econ-
omy is growing very slowly, and every
American has experienced the current
slowdown in very personal ways: 2.5
million jobs have been lost, long-term
unemployment has skyrocketed; life-
time savings have been wiped out by
greed, bad judgment, and criminal ac-
tivity; personal debt has increased and
bankruptcies are up; and the stock
market has plunged more than 30 per-
cent. Record budget surpluses have
turned into deficits as far as the eye
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can see—nearly $500 billion this fiscal
year alone when Social Security is ex-
cluded, the largest deficit in history.
We have seen the weakest level of eco-
nomic growth and business investment
in 50 years. We are spending the entire
Social Security surplus in every year
of the President’s budget plan and fail-
ing to make necessary investments in
education, infrastructure, and home-
land security. Yet we have the money
to drastically cut the tax on stock divi-
dends, giving millionaires an average
annual tax cut of about $90,000. It
makes no sense given the current state
of the economy and the world. We are
governing based on ideology rather
than pragmatism.

President Bush, who inherited large
and rising surpluses totaling $5.6 tril-
lion over 10 years, likes to say that the
change in the budget picture—and fre-
quent requests for increases in the
statutory debt limit—are a result of a
slow economy and September 11. Those
factors undoubtedly play a role, but
every single independent analysis
shows that the largest factor behind
the long-term change in the budget
outlook is the President’s tax policies.
The rising deficits and debt that will
result in higher taxes on our children
can be laid squarely at his feet, because
most Republicans in Congress are too
afraid to say no to this President.

If there are any doubts, just add up
the numbers. Not including interest,
President Bush has proposed nearly $3
trillion in tax cuts over 13 years since
taking office. It is worth pointing out
that more than half of this total—$1.63
trillion—was proposed this year, after
the budget returned to perpetual defi-
cits. Adding interest, the total jumps
to $3.8 trillion. What happened to the
promise not to spend the Social Secu-
rity surplus? We are borrowing from
our children for every dollar of these
tax cuts—tax cuts that will go pre-
dominantly to those earning more than
$200,000 per year. And the tax cut we
passed today, because of its gimmicky
phase-outs that future Congresses may
not allow to happen, is really a tril-
lion-dollar tax bill. The Speaker of the
House admitted as much. When do we
admit that we are cutting taxes too
much? What happened to the Repub-
lican Party of the 1980s, that railed
against deficits and insisted on bal-
anced budgets? What happened to the
true conservatives, those who look to
cut spending and taxes in order to
stand for ‘‘less government’’? Where is
the principle, when almost every Re-
publican in the Senate votes for every
spending increase and every tax cut?
We should call it what it is: borrow-
and-spend economics. And our kids will
pay for it for decades to come.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, | rise
today to express my concern about the
pending legislation, which raises the
Federal debt limit by almost $1 tril-
lion. In my view, this legislation shows
very clearly that the fiscal policies the
President has pursued over the last 2
years are imprudent and reckless.
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We are considering today an increase
of $984 billion in the Federal debt ceil-
ing, which is expected to carry the
Government through to September
2004. In other words, the Treasury De-
partment will need to borrow almost $1
trillion more than is currently author-
ized—some $6.4 trillion—over the next
16 months to fund Government oper-
ations. This would be the largest single
increase in the debt limit ever. We are
really talking about an increase of his-
toric proportions in our Federal debt.

It is enlightening to look back at
where we were when President Bush
took office. In January 2001, the Con-
gressional Budget Office projected that
our net debt to the public would de-
cline to $36 billion by 2008. At that
time, the President claimed that his
budget would allow us to achieve
“maximum possible debt retirement.”’

Now, only two years later, the Presi-
dent is seeking to increase the debt
limit. In fact, under the President’s
policies, publicly-held debt will rise to
$5 trillion in 2008—a staggering 36.4% of
GDP. Gross Federal debt, which in-
cludes our commitments to Social Se-
curity and Medicare, will nearly double
from $6.7 trillion this year to $12 tril-
lion 10 years from now. Instead of
achieving ‘“maximum possible debt re-
tirement,” the President is asking for
historically high debt increases.

It is critically important to under-
stand how seriously our economic situ-
ation has deteriorated under this ad-
ministration. When the President took
office, he inherited a 10-year surplus es-
timated at $5.6 trillion. Now with the
policies that he has enacted and the
policies that he is proposing—in par-
ticular, this very heavily weighted tax
cut for the benefit of upper-income
people—we will go from projecting a
$5.6 trillion surplus to projecting a $2.1
trillion deficit over that same period.
That is a seismic shift in our position.

I want to underscore one other thing
that has happened. Twenty years ago,
the United States was a creditor na-
tion, internationally, to the tune of
about 10 percent of our GDP. So we
were in a strong economic position
internationally.

Now, because of the deterioration of
our position over those intervening two
decades, we are a debtor nation, to the
tune of about 25 percent of our GDP.
Again, a seismic shift in our inter-
national position, which places us very
much in the hands of others. Because
we are running these huge deficits
year-in and year-out, we have become
enormously, inordinately dependent on
the influx of capital from abroad in
order to sustain ourselves.

| am reminded of Tennessee
Williams’s Blance Dubois in ““A Street-
car Named Desire,”” where she had that
wonderful line: ““I have always de-
pended on the kindness of strangers.”
That is what has happened to the
United States in the international eco-
nomic scene. We have deteriorated into
this debtor status so that we are now
dependent upon the kindness of strang-
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ers. That is not where the world’s lead-
ing power should find itself.

Of course, the years since President
Bush took office had been difficult. The
economic downturn, combined with the
attacks of September 11 and the war
with lIraq, have contributed to the de-
cline in Federal revenues that have led
to the need to increase the debt limit.
Another cause of that decline as the
massive tax cut the President pushed
through in 2001. As many of us said at
the time, enacting such a large tax cut
based on optimistic projections of a
surplus that may never appear was the
height of recklessness.

But the recklessness we saw in 2001
may actually be exceeded by what we
are seeing today. Now, we are facing
massive deficits, not surpluses. In fact,
CBO’s most recent projection is for a
deficit of over $300 billion this year, the
largest one-year deficit in our Nation’s
history. The Treasury Department re-
cently reported a deficit of over $200
billion in the first 7 months of fiscal
year 2003, more than three times the
level at this point last year. We are so
deeply in debt that we are being called
upon to raise the debt limit by almost
a trillion dollars. This increase comes
on top of a $450 billion increase just
last year. Our debt is skyrocketing
with no end in sight.

Despite the change in our fiscal cir-
cumstances, the President is pushing
for exactly the same economic policy
he put forward in 2001: yet another
round of massive tax cuts skewed to-
ward the wealthy. Our colleagues
across the aisle have been in such a
hurry to enact this large tax cut that
they chose to pass it through the Sen-
ate ahead of consideration of the debt
limit, as if trillions of dollars in Fed-
eral debt is irrelevant to the decision
to cut taxes.

Our economy is facing serious dif-
ficulties. Over the past six months, we
have grown at an average rate of only
1% percent, far less growth than what
we ought to experience. Unemployment
is up to 6.0 percent; it has not been
higher since July 1994.

Despite these realities, the adminis-
tration has not yet supported sensible
economic programs, but has continued
to push for massive new tax -cuts,
skewed towards the very wealthiest
Americans, which will leave us with
record deficits and debt. The increase
in Federal debt that we are considering
today will have a real impact on our
economy, putting upward pressure on
interest rates, and siphoning off re-
sources that could be used for other
purposes simply to pay the interest on
our debt.

What we need is responsible ap-
proaches to put our economy back on
track, not another round of massive
tax cuts to benefit the wealthiest
among us. Senator DASCHLE and other
Democratic leaders have offered a re-
sponsible package that would create
twice as many jobs as the President’s
package over the remainder of this
year, extend unemployment insurance
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benefits, and provide aid to State and
local governments to forestall dev-
astating program cuts and tax in-
creases on millions of Americans. This
alternative would provide over one mil-
lion jobs at only a fraction of the cost
of the President’s proposal or those put
forth by Congressional Republicans. It
would create real jobs and economic
growth without mortgaging our future
through tremendous increases in defi-
cits and debt.

The fact that the President is push-
ing for massive tax cuts at the same
time the Congress is being asked to add
almost a trillion dollars to the Federal
debt ceiling is beyond reckless—it
places in jeopardy our future economic
strength and the economic security of
all Americans.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, it is iron-
ic that on the same day that the Re-
publican majority passed a huge tax
cut package that will cost, without the
gimmicks, up to a trillion dollars over
the next 10 years, they also are asking
us to raise the limit on the national
debt by $984 billion, which would be the
largest increase in our Nation’s his-
tory.

Just 2 years ago, the President as-
serted that passage of his massive $1.4
trillion in tax cuts would still allow us
to eliminate our publicly held debt by
2008. Under the budget resolution that
was passed recently, it’s estimated
that our publicly held debt will be over
$5 trillion by 2008. So, under this Ad-
ministration’s fiscal policies, we have
gone from an estimate of zero in pub-
licly held debt in 2008 to an estimate
over $5 trillion in publicly held debt in
2008. That’s an astounding reversal by
any measure.

The President also said that his past
tax cuts would create jobs. That
doesn’t jibe with the fact that we’ve
lost 2.7 million private sector jobs
since President Bush took office, many
of those since his last tax program was
adopted.

We need to increase the debt limit,
but we need to do it in a fiscally re-
sponsible way. Instead of increasing it
by a trillion dollars, let’s make the in-
crease more reasonable, like the $350
billion increase that Senator BAUCUS is
advocating. This will give us the oppor-
tunity to assess our fiscal policies
sooner rather than later, to review our
economic situation prior to making
significant decisions which could harm
us down the road. In light of our strug-
gling economy and the huge deficit
ditch that we find ourselves in, an op-
portunity for review sooner rather
than later is essential to the economic
and fiscal health of our Nation.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | rise
today to speak about the vote that just
took place to increase the debt ceiling.

The national debt is growing larger
and larger, and yet just several hours
ago the Senate passed another massive
irresponsible tax cut that will add to
our debt and lead this Nation down a
fiscally perilous path.

Two years ago, the President assured
the Nation that if we adopted his tax
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cut, we would see job growth, and we
would still be able to eliminate the
publicly held debt by 2008. The result
was far from this.

In the more than 2 years that he has
been President, 2.7 million jobs have
been lost, and we are now having to in-
crease the debt to $7.384 trillion, an in-
crease of $984 billion—almost $1 tril-
lion. This is the largest debt increase
in the history of our country.

The debt limit was last increased on
June 28 of last year by $450 billion.
Prior to that increase, the limit had
not been raised since August 1997.

The administration’s request to raise
the debt limit by almost $1 trillion
confirms that it is unwise to make
long-term commitments to tax cuts
based on shaky projections and gim-
micks. | truly think this increase is a
mistake, and for that reason | voted
against the debt limit increase.

Just several hours ago, the Senate
approved a $350 billion tax cut that will
further deteriorate our fiscal outlook.
It will worsen the already sky-
rocketing deficit and our national debt.

Increasing deficits will decrease na-
tional savings and increase long-term
interest rates, which effectively lowers
the incomes of working Americans.
Also, the national debt is not free. The
hard working men and women in this
country have to pay interest on the
debt for decades, and when the deficit
is high, it requires so much Federal
borrowing that it displaces private in-
vestment and pushes up interest rates
on mortgages, consumer credit, busi-
ness borrowing, and capital invest-
ment. This in turn leads to less private
investment, which reduces the size of
the economy and future standards of
living in the long run.

There are consequences to our ac-
tions, and yet the administration and
the majority of this Congress are turn-
ing a blind eye to these consequences.

We unfortunately are in a position
where we have to increase the debt, be-
cause we do not want to see the coun-
try in default. But we should be doing
it in a responsible manner which is
why | voted in support of an amend-
ment which would have increased the
debt limit by $350 billion.

An amendment was also proposed
today that would have prohibited the
Treasury Department from
disinvesting the Social Security trust
fund to stay under the debt limit. This
amendment would have kept the Social
Security trust fund safe for our retir-
ees, and yet it was defeated by this
body under the leadership of the major-
ity party.

I believe we have a responsibility in
the Senate to always do what is right
for future generations. | think that the
tax cut that was passed earlier today,
and the debt increase that was passed
several moments ago, fails to take the
needs and hopes of future generations
into consideration.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
President Bush inherited the strongest
economy in history and has run it into
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the ground. When he took office in Jan-
uary 2001, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, CBO, was forecasting a cumu-
lative, 10-year budget surplus of $5.6
trillion. Now, the CBO is forecasting a
10-year deficit of $2.1 trillion.

You can’t mangle the economy that
badly by accident; it has to be by de-
sign.

The design is something that Presi-
dent Bush’s father once called ‘‘voodoo
economics.” The theory behind ‘‘voo-
doo economics’ is that massive tax
cuts for the wealthiest among us will
somehow ‘‘stimulate’’ the economy.

The theory should be discredited by
now. It certainly didn’t work in 2001.
Since the 2001 tax cuts, unemployment
has risen by nearly 50 percent. Two
point seven million Americans have
lost their private sector jobs under the
Bush administration; that is about
3,100 people each and every day since
he took office, 129 people each and
every hour, or more than 2 people each
and every minute.

And yet, as Ronald Reagan would
say, ‘‘there you go again.”” Just a short
while ago, the Republicans passed an-
other ill-advised tax cut skewed to the
rich, this one costing $318 billion over
10 years.

The only people who will get jobs

under the reconciliation bill the Re-
publicans just adopted are lawyers and
accountants. As Warren Buffett put it
the other day in the Washington Post,
“Overall, it’s hard to conceive of any-
thing sillier than the schedule the Sen-
ate has laid out. . . . The manipulation
of enactment and sunset dates of tax
changes is Enron-style account-
ing . ..”
Mr. Buffett went on to point out that
‘‘giving one class of taxpayer a ‘break’
requires—now or down the line—that
an equivalent burden be imposed on
other parties.”

That brings us to H.J. Res. 51. Appar-
ently without embarrassment, the Re-
publicans are willing to vote for an-
other tax cut at a time when we are
looking at record budget deficits, and
then—on the very same day—vote for
the biggest debt ceiling increase in his-
tory, $984 billion.

The Republicans’ strategy has been
to back up the consideration of H.J.
Res. 51 so that it is the only thing
standing between us and the Memorial
Day recess. They want to pass it with
as little debate and as quickly as pos-
sible.

They certainly don’t want to amend
it. That would send it back to the
House, which would be a problem.
House Republicans didn’t have the
courage—and probably didn’t have the
votes—to pass H.J. Res. 51. So, in a bit
of legerdemain that would make Presi-
dent Bush’s close friend Ken Lay
proud, they ‘‘deemed’” themselves to
have passed it as part of the fiscal year
2004 budget resolution.

Let me try to put this debt ceiling
increase in perspective. President Bush
wants $984 billion. That is more than
the total debt outstanding when Ron-
ald Reagan took office. In other words,
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it took this country 200 years to get its
debt up to the amount that President
Bush wants to add in the 11 months
since the last debt ceiling increase.

Because of the disciplined economic
policies that congressional Democrats
and the Clinton administration enacted
between 1993 and 2000, the debt ceiling
stayed at $5.95 trillion from 1997 to
2001. Debt held by the public actually
declined from $3.7 trillion to $3.3 tril-
lion.

President Bush’s ‘‘voodoo econom-
ics”” necessitated a debt ceiling in-
crease for the first time in 5 years to
$6.4 trillion last June and now he is
back for another $984 billion.

In essence, President Bush inherited
a ‘‘credit card” with a $5.95 trillion
“limit.”” He wanted to borrow more to
pay for his first round of tax cuts, so he
went to the ‘“‘bank’—which | call the
Bank of Our Children’s Future—and
got a credit increase last June. But it
wasn’t enough, so he is back again,
asking for another, bigger credit in-
crease.

But here’s the rub: we all get stuck
paying his bill. Right now, that bill is
over $22,200 for every man, woman, and
child in America. President Bush wants
to add another $3,400 to your share of
the bill in one fell swoop. For a family
of four, that is a total of $102,400.

And don’t forget: when you run up
charges on your credit card and don’t
pay the balance in full, you get stuck
paying interest, too. For that family of
four, the interest cost would add an-
other $33,000 over the next 10 years.

President Bush just can’t wait to get
that credit increase so he can pay for
his newest tax cuts. That is why I
think we should stamp credit card
“Over the Limit.”

I think it is important that each and
every American understand what is at
stake here.

Each year, when Americans get their
Social Security account statements, |
think those statements ought to in-
clude, in plain language, information
about the public debt, each person’s
share of that debt, and the extent to
which the Social Security trust fund is
being raided.

Then, they can make an informed de-
cision about whether they want tax
cuts that do nothing to help the econ-
omy but do contribute to budget defi-
cits “‘as far as the eye can see”” and put

a knife to the throat of Social Secu-
rity, Medicare, and other vital pro-
grams.

I don’t have the time today to dis-
cuss why the President and his Repub-
lican allies in Congress are pushing
policies that deliberately cause defi-
cits; suffice it to say, for now, that it is
part of their grand strategy to cripple
government permanently.

I will have more to say about that on
another day.

In the interim, | urge my colleagues
to vote against bailing out the Bush
administration and its allies here in
the House and Senate. They have mis-
handled our economy in a monumental
way. People ought to be informed.
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AMENDMENT NO. 833

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, | send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Montana [Mr. BAucus]
proposes an amendment numbered 833.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, | 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 as follows:
(Purpose: To reduce the amount by which

the statutory limit on the public debt is

increased)

Strike  *‘7,384,000,000,000"
*“6,750,000,000,000"".

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this
amendment is simple. This amendment
would reduce the amount by which we
are raising the debt limit to $350 bil-
lion. That is $634 billion less than the
underlying bill.

The legislation the House sent to us
would raise the debt limit by $984 bil-
lion. That would be the largest debt
limit increase in history. The previous
record was $915 billion in 1990, under
President George Herbert Walker Bush.

The average of the five debt ceiling
increases since 1990 has been $450 bil-
lion. Plainly, the debt limit increase in
the bill before us is out of proportion
with recent precedent.

We should not raise the debt limit by
so much. We should increase it by an
amount significantly smaller than $984
billion.

It is very easy to explain why we
have a smaller increase. It is because
we are living in uncertain times, un-
predictable times. | have sort of a pet
theory that increases in technology,
particularly communications tech-
nology, which makes our society much
more complex and uncertain—not only
for the U.S. but for the world—and we
are experiencing the effects of actions
in the world, from terrorism and
SARS—make it difficult for the U.S. to
rely on the best of projections.

The best of projections indicate that
the fiscal condition of the country is
unhealthy for both the current year
and future years. This is especially
troubling because the baby boom gen-
eration will begin to retire in a few
short years. Social Security, Medicare,
and Medicaid expenditures will soar,
putting enormous strains on the Fed-
eral budget.

And new projections of even the
short run keep showing conditions
worsening, even when only a short
time has elapsed since the previous es-
timate. Most recently, the CBO in-
creased its forecast of the current year
deficit by more than $55 billion. That is
over just 2 months. If you project that
out, that means in a year—6 times 55—
that is about a $330 billion difference.

Under these circumstances, Congress
should reexamine the fiscal situation
later this year. To ensure that this oc-
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curs, the size of the debt limit increase
must be significantly smaller than $984
billion. We cannot wait until next
year—Ilate next year or in the summer
of next year as contemplated by the
underlying proposal—to examine and
reexamine our budgetary problems. A
$984 billion debt limit increase is just
not responsible.

I made the credit card analogy a cou-
ple of times. | will say it once again. A
$984 billion debt limit increase is like a
family that wants the credit card bill
to come only once a year. If the credit
card bill came only once a year, the
family might well not talk about the
family budget quite so often. As a re-
sult, they would probably not maintain
as good control of the budget as they
would with a monthly statement.
There is reason the bank sends bills
more frequently, sends statements out
monthly. It ensures more frequent re-
view of the debt limit. That is all my
amendment would require. | urge my
colleagues to support it.

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, the fact
is, it is great to talk about all the op-
tions, but the Treasury faces a pay-
ment obligation in late May. That can-
not be met without an increase in the
statutory debt limit. If we amend the
resolution, we will have to go back to
the House of Representatives and pos-
sibly require a conference that would
delay it until June. We cannot wait
until June. The Secretary made it
clear. He has taken all prudent and
legal steps to avoid reaching the statu-
tory debt limit. Treasury will only pro-
vide room until May 28, as | have said,
next Wednesday, in the middle of the
Memorial Day recess period when Con-
gress will be out of town. Failure to act
puts in jeopardy over $40 billion in So-
cial Security and Medicare benefits the
first week in June. | repeat, we have no
choice. We must act today.

| ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, how
much time do | have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
minute 29 seconds.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, 1 want
to make clear that | have not heard
one substantive reason against this,
not one. Rather, the argument against
this is the House is gone. We all know
the House has gone because they do not
want to vote on this issue. They
planned to have the Senate bring the
debt limit up at this time. The House
planned to leave before the debt limit
came up. They planned that so they do
not have to vote on the issue. The
other side plans to vote down all
amendments so they do not have to go
back to the House. It is a gimmick. It
is a game.

There is not one word of substance as
to why we should not have a smaller

One



May 23, 2003

debt ceiling rather than a full year. |
think it is time to call it as it is and
explain what has happened here. What
I explained is what is happening.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, | have
one comment. The fact that the Sec-
retary of the Treasury cannot meet the
bills before we come back is pretty
good evidence, and | hope we vote that
way.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen-
ators yield back their time?

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, | yield
back my time. | believe the yeas and
nays have already been ordered.

Mr. THOMAS. 1 yield back our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 833. The clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. | announce that the Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr. BYRD), is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 47,
nays 52, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 197 Leg.]

YEAS—47
Akaka Durbin Levin
Baucus Edwards Lieberman
Bayh Feingold Lincoln
Biden Feinstein Mikulski
Bingaman Graham (FL) Murray
Boxer Harkin Nelson (FL)
Breaux Hollings Nelson (NE)
Cantwell Inouye
Carper Jeffords ;re)égr
Clinton Johnson Reid
Conrad Kennedy
Corzine Kerry Rockefeller
Daschle Kohl Sarbanes
Dayton Landrieu Schumer
Dodd Lautenberg Stabenow
Dorgan Leahy Wyden
NAYS—52
Alexander Dole Miller
Allard Domenici Murkowski
Allen Ensign Nickles
Bennett Enzi Roberts
Bond Fitzgerald Santorum
Brownback Frist Sessions
Bunning Graham (SC) Shelby
Burns Grassley Smith
Campbell Gregg Snowe
Chafee Hagel Specter
Chambliss Hatch P
Cochran Hutchison Stevens
Coleman Inhofe Sununu
Collins Kyl Talent
Cornyn Lott Thomas
Craig Lugar Voinovich
Crapo McCain Warner
DeWine McConnell
NOT VOTING—1
Byrd
The amendment (No. 833) was re-
jected.

Mr. BAUCUS. These are important
amendments. | believe Senators should
listen to debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | will
take a couple of minutes and enter into
a colloquy on a very important subject
with the senior Senator from Con-
necticut.
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I yield to him for that purpose.
ASBESTOS LAWSUITS LEGISLATION

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, yesterday
there were reports in the stock market
that companies facing asbestos-related
lawsuits had falling stock prices, some
of them rather precipitously, in the
New York stock exchange. USG fell
more than $2, 17 percent; Georgia Pa-
cific, Crown Holdings, R.W. Grace, and
on and on, companies that have the po-
tential of significant lawsuits.

The Senator from Vermont and the
Senator from Utah and the Senator
from Nebraska, as well as the Senator
from Delaware, are trying to pull a bill
together. We have not done that yet.

I thought it important before we
leave on this break to express to our
colleagues that we are working very
hard to come up with a compromise
proposal on the asbestos issue. We have
taken major steps in that direction,
working with organized labor, with the
insurance industry, with the insured,
and many others that have a
stakeholding in the outcome of this
particular effort. It is a critically im-
portant effort.

We say to those out there wondering
whether or not we will be able to get a
bill, we believe we will. It will take
time. It is hard work to pull this to-
gether properly. It is a lot of detailed
work that needs to be done. We
thought it was important to send a
message to those interested in the sub-
ject matter that we are confident it
can be done. We will have to work very
hard in the coming days, particularly
over this break, to try to resolve the
differences that exist, and they are not
insignificant. We believe there is such
good will on the part of all to resolve
this matter that it is in our interests
to spend the time and effort.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from Vermont, Mr. LEAHY, who has
been tremendously helpful and produc-
tive in working with us. | yield to him
for any comments he may want to
make. We are all determined to get a
bill. We believe we can get that done. It
will take hard work.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | thank
the senior Senator from Connecticut
for his words. We need to come to-
gether to craft effective legislation. If
we do, we will resolve this asbestos liti-
gation crisis.

The senior Senator from Connecticut
has done yeoman service in bringing
together the affected industries—the
insurance companies, labor, and oth-
ers—in meeting after meeting. | con-
vened the first Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee hearing last September on as-
bestos litigation. We wanted to begin a
bipartisan dialog about the best way to
provide fair and efficient compensa-
tion, both to current victims and those
yet to come.

Since last fall we have learned a lot
about the harm wreaked by asbestos
exposure. The victims continue to suf-
fer, the numbers continue to grow, but
the businesses involved in the litiga-
tion, along with their employees and
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their retirees, are suffering from the
economic uncertainty surrounding this
issue.

More than 50 companies have filed for
bankruptcy because of asbestos-related
bills. We have a lose-lose situation.
The victims who deserve fair com-
pensation do not receive it, and the
bankrupt companies cannot create new
jobs or invest in the economy. That is
why Senator DobD and | have been
working for months with Senator
HATCH, Senator CARPER, Senator NEL-
SON, Senator DEWINE, and others try-
ing to bring together industry and
labor and others for a national trust
fund solution. The summit Senator
DobD had last month of all the stake-
holders is bringing them closer to-
gether to find common ground.

We have made great progress since
that summit. | have heard from all the
parties involved since Senator DoODD
brought them together. They found
that some of the differences they had
started to go away. Chairman HATCH
has worked hard drafting asbestos leg-
islation. He put in a draft yesterday.

| agreed to take all these cases, if we
can, out of the tort system, and estab-
lish a national trust fund. | agree the
national trust fund has to contain med-
ical criteria to quickly compensate le-
gitimate victims and weed out frivo-
lous claims. Our effort is so unprece-
dented that we have to work closely to-
gether.

I close with this: The only kind of
legislation that will pass through here
this year or next is going to be con-
sensus legislation. If we are going to
have consensus legislation, we must all
continue to work on a final plan. We
are not there yet. We are getting clos-
er. We are still not there.

I commend the Senators on both
sides of the aisle. We will work to-
gether throughout the recess in the
hopes we can get back to that.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, if |
may just conclude, | thank again the
Senator from Vermont for his com-
ments. He has outlined this very well.
It must truly be a no fault system. It
must be truly no fault so both industry
as well as victims have certainty. Med-
ical criteria, medical monitoring—a
variety of other provisions must be
part of the effort.

Those are major agreements that
have already been struck. Getting
down to the details is the hard part. We
are confident it will happen. It will re-
quire a lot of work. It can’t be done on
the fly, if we are going to take the un-
precedented step dealing with the as-
bestos issue.

AMENDMENT NO. 834

Mr. DASCHLE. I have an amendment
at the desk. | ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
DASCHLE) proposes an amendment numbered
834.

The
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Mr. DASCHLE. | ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate

that Social Security cost-of-living adjust-

ments should not be reduced)

At the appropriate place add the following:
SEC. . PROTECTING SOCIAL SECURITY BENE-

FICIARIES FROM COLA CUTS

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that:

(1) Social Security provides a relatively
modest insurance benefit for seniors—many
of whom rely on Social Security for part or
all of their monthly income. Without Social
Security, forty-eight percent of beneficiaries
would be in poverty today.

(2) In order to protect benefit levels
against inflation, Social Security bene-
ficiaries receive an annual cost-of-living ad-
justment (COLA) based on Consumer Price
Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical
Workers (CPI-W).

(3) The January 2003 COLA provided only a
1.4 percent increase in Social Security bene-
fits, increasing the average monthly benefit
for all retired workers by only $13 (from $882
to 895).

(4) Annual growth in Medicare premiums
and out-of-pocket health care costs for re-
tired individuals on fixed incomes far exceed-
ed the small COLA increases provided to So-
cial Security beneficiaries.

(5) Reducing COLAs will disproportion-
ately harm low-income Social Security bene-
ficiaries and push millions of seniors into
poverty.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that Social Security cost-of-
living adjustments should not be reduced.

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be a 10-minute time-
frame, equally divided, with no second-
degree amendments.

Mrs. BOXER. | cannot hear the unan-
imous consent request.

Mr. THOMAS. | object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator restate his unanimous consent
request?

Mr. DASCHLE. | asked first that the
amendment be considered as read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THOMAS. Are we talking about
the time limit? | objected to the time
limit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. We dis-
pensed with the reading of the amend-
ment.

Mr. DASCHLE. | then asked that the
amendment be considered under a time
limit of 10 minutes, equally divided,
with no second degrees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
objection?

Mr. GREGG. | object.

Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will please come to order so we can
hear all Senators who request to speak.

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, |
just want to ask my leader if he can
give me 60 seconds in the debate to
speak in favor of the amendment.
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Mr. DASCHLE. Since we are not
working under a time agreement, | will
be happy to provide whatever time the
Senator may require.

Mrs. BOXER. | thank the Senator for
his generosity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, we
all understand how critical the Social
Security Program is to senior citizens.
It is now estimated that 48 percent of
all seniors today would live in poverty
were it not for Social Security. It is a
critical program for all of us and for
our parents.

It is a program of extraordinary im-
port to people in rural and urban areas
alike. Obviously, over the course of the
years, the Social Security Administra-
tion has seen fit to offer cost-of-living
adjustments in order to ensure that the
purchasing power of our seniors is not
eroded. Every year, that cost-of-living
adjustment is based on the consumer
price index for urban wage earners and
clerical workers.

Unfortunately, over the last couple
of years, that index has been very low.
As a matter of fact, in 2003 the cost-of-
living allowance provided only a 1.4
percent increase in Social Security
benefits. That amounts to an average
monthly benefit of about $13, from $882
to $895. The growth in the Medicare
premiums and out-of-pocket health
care costs for retired individuals on
fixed incomes far exceeded that meager
cost-of-living adjustment.

So we find ourselves in a situation
where a number of our colleagues have
suggested that perhaps one way to deal
with what they call Social Security re-
form is to reduce the cost-of-living ad-

justment; in fact, in some cases to
eliminate the cost-of-living adjust-
ment.

That is the purpose of this amend-

ment. As we consider increasing the
debt limit by $894 billion, as we con-
sider all of the different approaches to
how we are going to reduce that debt,
there is a growing number of those who
are suggesting that perhaps one way to
do it is to limit benefits under the So-
cial Security Administration.

This amendment simply says, as we
consider all of the options, let us at
least agree on one thing. Let us at
least agree that we are not going to
touch the cost-of-living allowance for
seniors when that allowance is only
$13, on average, if we look at the last
couple of years.

It is a simple amendment. It is a re-
affirmation, however, of the impor-
tance of Social Security, our affirma-
tion of the importance of maintaining
the Social Security purchasing power,
our affirmation of the importance of a
cost-of-living adjustment. That is all it
is. Certainly it is directly relevant as
we consider the implications of raising
the debt limit by some $894 billion.

I hope we can get unanimous support
for an amendment of this kind, and I
yield the floor and yield such time as
the Senator from California may re-
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quire—I yield the floor and, since we
are not working under a time agree-
ment, | recognize | cannot yield the
floor for a certain time so | just yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, |
will not be long at all, but | just want
to support this amendment by my lead-
er, Senator DASCHLE. It is really sim-
ple. It says it is the sense of the Senate
that Social Security recipients should
not be denied their cost-of-living ad-
justment.

We have just, unfortunately, passed
the tax break for the wealthiest few in
this country. It is astounding to me, it
is sad to me, to think that those in this
country who work hard every single
day, the average American family,
maybe will get $100—but, by the way,
probably might not even get that

much—whereas the millionaires, the
people who seem to touch the
heartstrings of the Republicans, are

going to get thousands of dollars every
single year. And by some magic—
magic—this is going to create jobs.

We have been there and we have done
that. What do my Republican friends
say now? Oh, my God, we just did the
tax break for the wealthy few. We had
better increase the debt burden on all
Americans so we can really come
through with our promise. This debt,
this additional debt is almost $1 tril-
lion more.

What is my leader saying? He is say-
ing: At least, at the minimum, there
are a few things we should hold dear.
One of those is a commitment to the
people who are on Social Security. If
my colleagues vote no against this—
and, by the way, what an excuse they
have: The House has gone home.

Well, too bad. Let the Speaker of the
House bring back the people of the
House. Let the Republican Speaker of
the House, DENNIS HASTERT, bring back
the people of the House to vote for the
people of this country. What an excuse.
They are going to vote no, and they are
going to go home and say: | was really
for you, but | had to vote no because if
I voted yes, then DENNY HASTERT would
have had to bring back the people who
represent you in the House.

It is time we stood up here for the
people, not the wealthiest, the million-
aires, and giving excuses as to why
what you are doing here is good for the
people.

| support my leader, and | will sup-
port a number of amendments here to
keep a commitment to the average
working families, and to seniors, and
the children of this country.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, the
amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota
has merit. | support the amendment.
However, the adoption of the amend-
ment to the resolution will require it
to be sent back to the House, which
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would delay the increase in the statu-
tory debt ceiling and jeopardize the
payment on time of benefits such as
Social Security and Medicare, as well
as meeting Government obligations.
Ironically, it probably has more threat
to payments on Social Security than
not doing it.

Therefore, | ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be withdrawn,
that upon the passage of H.J. Res. 51,
the withdrawn amendment be consid-
ered offered as an original resolution,
that the Senate proceed to immediate
consideration of the resolution, that it
be deemed to have been read three
times and, without intervening debate
or motion, the resolution be deemed
agreed to and the motion to reconsider
be deemed to be laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DASCHLE. | object.

Madam President, if | could be heard
on the objection, we have no objection
to taking up the legislation free-
standing. But because of the intricate
relationship between Social Security
and increasing the debt limit, we see
no reason to separate these. This
should be an amendment on debt limit.
| believe the House ought to take up
this matter. There is no reason why
they can’t vote on it this morning.
There is no reason why this can’t be
addressed prior to the end of the week.
We hope we can have a vote, and | ask
for the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, |
move to table the amendment.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, |
make a point of order that a quorum is
not present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is not a sufficient second.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, 1
ask for a count.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, |
make a point of order that a quorum is
not present.

Mr. NICKELS. Madam President, |
suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

Mr. NICKLES. | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, |

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. GREGG. | object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, |
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, a vote
in favor of the amendment offered by
my colleague, Mr. DASCHLE, would pre-
vent timely enactment of H.J. Res. 51.
Swift passage of a clean bill allows the
measure to move as quickly as possible
to the President for his signature. Any
delay will lead to a default on the na-
tional debt and the inability of our
government to meet its financial obli-
gations, including its obligation to pay
Social Security checks on time.

With the House adjourned for the Me-
morial Day recess, | am concerned that
any further delay in enactment of the
debt limit bill will cause Social Secu-
rity beneficiaries to receive their
monthly checks much later than sched-
uled. While | agree with Senator
DAscHLE that the COLA should not be
reduced, ironically, his amendment
would immediately hurt those seniors
for whom Social Security is a lifeline
by delaying receipt of their checks. I
would never vote to cut or tax Social
Security benefits. With far too many
seniors on limited budgets, | cannot
support adoption of an amendment
that could lead to a delay in the deliv-
ery of these vital benefits.

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, |
have just a couple of comments.

This resolution says please don’t cut
cost-of-living adjustments on Social
Security. No one in either House—ei-
ther body—contemplated cutting
COLAs. Our colleague from Wyoming
said we are willing to pass this but pass
it freestanding—not as an amendment
to the debt limit.

Just so we know what the facts are,
the House worked really late Ilast
night—until 2 o’clock or 3 o’clock in
the morning, and they have left town.
So we have to pass a debt limit clean.
If we don’t pass it clean, you are jeop-
ardizing Social Security. You are jeop-
ardizing Medicare.

We should do exactly what the Sen-
ator from Wyoming said. Let us pass
this freestanding and not as an amend-
ment to the debt limit.

The Senator from Wyoming asked
unanimous consent to pass this sepa-
rately from the debt limit. That was
objected to by the Democrat leader.

I will just tell our colleagues that it
is our intention to table this amend-
ment at this point, because for what-
ever reason—political purposes—they
want a rollcall vote. Just to tell our
colleagues, when we conclude passage
of the debt limit, we will pass this free-
standing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican whip.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I move to table the amendment, and |
ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President,
parliamentary inquiry: | thought the
yeas and nays had already been ordered
on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays were ordered on the under-
lying amendment. That does not pre-
clude a motion to table.
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Is there a sufficient second?

Mrs. BOXER. Parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a sufficient second.

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. May | state an inquiry?
Would it be possible under the rules of
the Senate to hear from our leader for
1 minute since this tables his amend-
ment and he has not had a chance to
say why it is being tabled.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is pos-
sible by unanimous consent.

Mrs. BOXER. | would so move.

Mr. NICKLES. | object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
objection.

The clerk will call the roll on agree-
ing to the motion.

Mr. REID. | announce that the Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr. BYRD) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 198 Leg.]

YEAS—52
Alexander Dole Miller
Allard Domenici Murkowski
Allen Ensign Nickles
Bennett Enzi Roberts
Bond Fitzgerald Santorum
Brownback Frist Sessions
Bunning Graham (SC) Shelby
Burns Grassley Smith
Campbell Gregg Snowe
Chafee Hagel Spect
Chambliss Hatch pecter
Cochran Hutchison Stevens
Coleman Inhofe Sununu
Collins Kyl Talent
Cornyn Lott Thomas
Craig Lugar Voinovich
Crapo McCain Warner
DeWine McConnell
NAYS—47
Akaka Durbin Levin
Baucus Edwards Lieberman
Bayh Feingold Lincoln
Biden Feinstein Mikulski
Bingaman Graham (FL) Murray
Boxer Harkin Nelson (FL)
Breaux Hollings Nelson (NE)
Cantwell Inouye
Carper Jeffords ;ggr
Clinton Johnson Reid
Conrad Kennedy
Corzine Kerry Rockefeller
Daschle Kohl Sarbanes
Dayton Landrieu Schumer
Dodd Lautenberg Stabenow
Dorgan Leahy Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Byrd

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 832

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | call
up my amendment No. 832.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] proposes an amendment numbered 832.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, |
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The
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The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To extend the Temporary Unem-

ployment Compensation Act of 2002, to pro-

vide additional weeks of temporary ex-
tended unemployment compensation for
individuals who have exhausted such com-
pensation, and to make extended unem-
ployment benefits under the Railroad Un-
employment Insurance Act temporarily

available for employees with less than 10

years of service)

At the end add the following:

SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF THE TEMPORARY EX-
TENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION ACT OF 2002.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 208 of the Tem-
porary Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-147; 116 Stat.
30), as amended by Public Law 108-1 (117
Stat. 3), is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by striking ‘‘before
June 17 and inserting ‘‘on or before Decem-
ber 317’;

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking “May
31, 2003 and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2003’*;

(3) in subsection (b)(2)—

(A) in the heading, by striking “MAY 31,
2003”” and inserting ‘‘DECEMBER 31, 2003""; and

(B) by striking ‘““May 31, 2003’ and insert-
ing ““December 31, 2003"’; and

(4) in subsection (b)(3), by striking ‘“‘August
30, 2003’ and inserting ‘“March 31, 2004"’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect as if
included in the enactment of the Temporary
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act
of 2002 (Public Law 107-147; 116 Stat. 21).

SEC. 3. ADDITIONAL WEEKS OF TEMPORARY EX-
TENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION FOR EXHAUSTEES.

(a) ADDITIONAL WEEKS.—Section 203 of the
Temporary Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-147; 116
Stat. 28) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

““(d) INCREASED AMOUNTS IN ACCOUNT FOR
CERTAIN EXHAUSTEES.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—InN the case of an eligible
exhaustee, this Act shall be applied as fol-
lows:

“(A) Subsection (b)(1)(A) shall be applied
by substituting ‘100 percent’ for ‘50 percent’.

““(B) Subsection (b)(1)(B) shall be applied
by substituting ‘26 times’ for ‘13 times’.

““(C) Subsection (c)(1) shall be applied by
substituting ‘7 times the individual’s average
weekly benefit amount for the benefit year’
for ‘the amount originally established in
such account (as determined under sub-
section (b)(1))’.

‘(D) Section 208(b) shall be applied—

‘(i) in paragraph (1), as if *, including such
compensation payable by reason of amounts
deposited in such account after such date
pursuant to the application of subsection (c)
of such section’ were inserted before the pe-
riod at the end;

“(ii) as if paragraph (2) had not been en-
acted; and

“(iii) in paragraph (3), by substituting “‘Oc-
tober 18, 2003’ for ‘““March 31, 2004".

““(2) ELIGIBLE EXHAUSTEE DEFINED.—For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘eligi-
ble exhaustee’ means an individual—

“(A) to whom any temporary extended un-
employment compensation was payable for
any week beginning before the date of enact-
ment of this subsection; and

“(B) who exhausted such individual’s
rights to such compensation (by reason of
the payment of all amounts in such individ-
ual’s temporary extended unemployment
compensation account, including amounts
deposited in such account by reason of sub-
section (c)) before such date of enactment.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE AND APPLICATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by
subsection (a) shall apply with respect to
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weeks of unemployment beginning on or
after the date of enactment this Act.

(2) TEUC-X AMOUNTS DEPOSITED IN ACCOUNT
PRIOR TO DATE OF ENACTMENT DEEMED TO BE
THE ADDITIONAL TEUC AMOUNTS PROVIDED BY
THIS SECTION.—In applying the amendment
made by subsection (a) under the Temporary
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act
of 2002 (Public Law 107-147; 116 Stat. 26), the
Secretary of Labor shall deem any amounts
deposited into an eligible exhaustee’s (as de-
fined in section 203(d)(2) of the Temporary
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act
of 2002, as added by subsection (a)) tem-
porary extended unemployment compensa-
tion account by reason of section 203(c) of
such Act (commonly known as “TEUC-X
amounts’’) prior to the date of enactment of
this Act to be amounts deposited in such ac-
count by reason of section 203(b) of such Act,
as amended by subsection (a) (commonly
known as “TEUC amounts’’).

(3) REDETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR
AUGMENTED AMOUNTS FOR ALL ELIGIBLE
EXHAUSTEES.—The determination of whether
the eligible exhaustee’s (as so defined) State
was in an extended benefit period under sec-
tion 203(c) of such Act that was made prior
to the date of enactment of this Act shall be
disregarded and the determination under
such section, as amended by subsection (a)
with respect to eligible exhaustees (as so de-
fined), shall be made as follows:

(A) ELIGIBLE EXHAUSTEES WHO RECEIVED
AND EXHAUSTED TEUC-X AMOUNTS.—In the
case of an eligible exhaustee whose tem-
porary extended unemployment account was
augmented under such section 203(c) before
the date of enactment of this Act, the deter-
mination shall be made as of such date of en-
actment.

(B) ELIGIBLE EXHAUSTEES WHO EXHAUSTED
TEUC AMOUNTS BUT WERE NOT ELIGIBLE FOR
TEUC-X AMOUNTS.—In the case of an eligible
exhaustee whose temporary extended unem-
ployment account was not augmented under
such section 203(c) as of the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the determination shall be
made at the time that the individual’s ac-
count established under section 203 of the
Temporary Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-147; 116
Stat. 28), as amended by subsection (a), is ex-
hausted.

SEC. 4. TEMPORARY AVAILABILITY OF EXTENDED
UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS UNDER
THE RAILROAD UNEMPLOYMENT IN-
SURANCE ACT FOR EMPLOYEES
WITH LESS THAN 10 YEARS OF SERV-
ICE.

Section 2(c)(2) of the Railroad Unemploy-
ment Insurance Act (45 U.S.C. 352(c)(2)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) TEMPORARY AVAILABILITY OF EX-
TENDED UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS FOR EM-
PLOYEES WITH LESS THAN 10 YEARS OF SERV-
ICE.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), in
the case of an employee who has less than 10
years of service (as so defined), with respect
to extended unemployment benefits, this
paragraph shall apply to such an employee in
the same manner as this paragraph applies
to an employee who has 10 or more years of
service (as so defined).

“(if) APPLICATION.—Clause (i) shall apply
to—

“(1) an employee who received normal ben-
efits for days of unemployment under this
Act during the period beginning on July 1,
2002, and ending on November 30, 2003; and

“(I1) days of unemployment beginning on
or after the date of enactment of this sub-
paragraph.”.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes.

Mr. REID. Madam President, the
Senator from Massachusetts has agreed
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to 15 minutes equally divided on this
amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY. We would
have 12 minutes on our side.

Mr. GREGG. | object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President,
this is an issue with which this body
should be familiar, the whole issue of
unemployment compensation. Let me
tell you exactly what this proposal
does. It has two parts. First of all, it
extends the current program of 13
weeks of benefits until December 31,
just as the House did last night by a
vote of 409 to 19. That is what the
House passed last night. That is one of
the two provisions.

The second provision is it provides 13
weeks of benefits to the long-term un-
employed who have exhausted their
benefits and still cannot find a job.
That is $2.5 billion. The total cost is $9
billion.

Madam President, just to review very
quickly, we have 8.8 million unem-
ployed. We have 2.8 million job open-
ings. These are the figures from the De-
partment of Labor. So, obviously, it
has been very difficult for millions of
Americans who have held unemploy-
ment compensation to continue to be
able to find any jobs, so they have ex-
hausted their benefits. This particular
proposal will provide those benefits for
about a million of the unemployed.

Madam President, | just draw the at-
tention of the Senate to the actions
that were taken on a similar issue by
Presidents Dwight Eisenhower, John
Kennedy, Richard Nixon, Gerald Ford,
Jimmy Carter, Ronald Reagan, both
Presidents Bush and Bill Clinton.
Every one of those Presidents signed
extended unemployment compensa-
tion—most included the individuals
who had exhausted their unemploy-
ment compensation. Every one of those
Presidents has done that. That is ex-
actly what we are proposing to do here
in a modest program, to reach those
who have already exhausted their un-
employment.

I will not take a great deal of time to
talk about the hardship many unem-
ployed are facing. These are the facts:
More than half of the unemployed
adults have had to postpone medical
treatment—57 percent—or cut back on
the spending for food—56 percent; 1 out
of 4 have had to move out of their
house and move in with friends and rel-
atives; 38 percent lost telephone service
or are worried about losing their
phone; and more than a third have had
trouble paying their gas or electric
bills.

These are real American families
who have worked hard, paid into the
fund, and are in hard times. The fund
itself is in surplus. It can afford this
kind of a commitment.

Finally, when you look at what the
Senate has done a few hours ago—given
some $350 billion in tax breaks, pri-
marily to the wealthiest individuals—
we are asking for fairness for workers

like to
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in this country who need this helping
hand. Other Republican and Democrat
Presidents have found reasons to do
that. That is simply what this amend-
ment is about.

The point has been raised: Senator,
you have had your vote on this. You
have had your vote once, twice, or
three times. That is right. We are
going to have a vote on it four times,
five times, six times, or seven times
until we are able to get this passed.

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

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, the
decisions we are making in the Senate
today say a lot about our values, who
we are, what we care about. Earlier
today, the Vice President cast the tie-
breaking vote that enabled wealthy in-
vestors to cut their taxes by tens of
billions of dollars. It does virtually
nothing for ordinary Americans.

If you look at this bill, for the next
5 years, the very little help working
people get gets smaller and smaller,
while the help for people who live off of
their wealth gets bigger and bigger.

So this bill values wealth over work.
It is just that simple. Now we have an
amendment from the Senator from
Massachusetts that is about helping
people who are hurting today. This is
not an abstraction. | have been all over
this country. Anywhere you go in
America, you meet people who are
looking for work, and they cannot find
it. These are good, salt-of-the-earth
people. They want to work. They have
worked all their lives. There is no job
available for them. They are trying to
feed their families, trying to pay the
rent. These are people who cannot find
a job because this administration—
President Bush’s administration—has
killed over 2 million jobs. They are
going from factory to factory and store
to store trying to find work—whether
it is at a textile mill, drycleaner, or
McDonald’s. They cannot find work.
They have been looking for months.

So the question for the Senate is
very simple: Will we help a million peo-
ple who are unemployed, through abso-
lutely no fault of their own—good,
working people who have worked all
their lives? The Senate has already
proven today that it cares about the
wealthy. Now the question is, Do we
care about people who have spent
months looking for work, who have
worked all their lives, who want to
take care of their families, put food on
the table, pay the rent but they cannot
find a job? That is the question pre-
sented by this amendment. The re-
sponse will show the values of the Sen-
ate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, | join my
colleagues in supporting the Kennedy
amendment. We are trying to help over
1.1 million Americans who exhausted
their benefits. These are hard-working
Americans who paid into the unem-
ployment trust fund. Now is our oppor-
tunity to help them. | believe it is our
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obligation. Here is an interesting point
on this recession. In the 20th century,
the average bottoming out of unem-
ployment comes within 15 months of
the beginning of the recession, but we
have seen 25 months of continuing un-
employment. This, indeed, is the long-
est in terms of the persistence of long-
term unemployment that we have seen
since the 1930s.

These people need our help. The trust
fund has the resources. We should vote
today to give these people benefits. As
Senator KENNEDY pointed out, in every
other recession every other President
has done it. There should be no excep-
tion today. If we want to help 1.1 mil-
lion Americans, just as we helped lots
of fortunate Americans today, we
should support this amendment.

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

Mr. REED. Yes.

Mr. SARBANES. What are the people
to do? They have exhausted their un-
employment insurance benefits in a
labor market that, instead of opening
up so there are opportunities for jobs,
is actually closing down. The unem-
ployment rate has now risen to 6 per-
cent. The number of long-term unem-
ployed is at a near 20-year record. The
other side is talking about doing some
kind of an extension, but as | under-
stand it, they will not cover
exhaustees; is that correct? Is that the
Senator’s understanding?

Mr. REED. Yes. It is my under-
standing that 1.1 million Americans
have exhausted their benefits, and they
are still looking. They are well-
trained, well-skilled people. The jobs
are gone. They want to work. We are
ignoring them—we are not, but the
other side’s proposal totally ignores
them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. | think it is impera-
tive to focus on the fact that we have
people who have exhausted their bene-
fits for the time period given to them,
and they are not able to get a job. The
argument is always made that they
ought to get out and find a job. That is
one of the premises of the system. But
the job market is getting worse, not
better.

Where are they going to find these
jobs? How are they going to support
their families? Furthermore, money
has been paid into the unemployment
insurance trust fund to build up a bal-
ance in order to make payments when
we hit hard economic times.

Those surpluses that have been paid
in are now about $20 billion. The pur-
pose of paying them in to the fund is to
draw on them when we hit economic
times such as we are now confronting.
This economy remains soggy. It is not
picking up. We have the very human
problem of people who have worked
that are now left out. You do not col-
lect unemployment insurance benefits
unless you have built up a work record.
In order to get the benefits, you must
have an established work record. So we
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are not talking about nonworkers. By
definition, we are talking about work-
ers, people who have an employment
record.

Through no fault of their own hard-
working people have lost their jobs be-
cause the economy has gone soft. If
you are at blame, you do not get unem-
ployment; that is another provision of
the system. They have drawn unem-
ployment insurance benefits for a lim-
ited period of time. They then exhaust
them. What are they to do?

The answer, ““You ought to go find a
job,” might be an answer in a time
when the job market is opening up, but
the job market is closing down. The
unemployment rate is rising, and the
proposal of the able Senator from Mas-
sachusetts which would encompass
these exhaustees is extremely impor-
tant.

Furthermore, it would provide an im-
petus to the economy in providing
some stimulus to get the economy
moving again.

Ms. CANTWELL. Will the Senator
from Maryland yield for a question?

Mr. SARBANES. Certainly, | yield
for a question.

Ms. CANTWELL.
your—

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland has the floor and
has yielded for a question.

Mr. SARBANES. | yield for a ques-
tion.

Ms. CANTWELL. The Senator’s un-
derstanding of Senator KENNEDY’S
amendment. | am concerned with the
point you are making because just
today the Boeing Company has an-
nounced it is sending warrant notices
to another 1,150 employees. We have al-
ready had thousands—5,000—bringing
the total to 3,000 employees laid off,
and now we are hearing about another
1,100 today who will receive layoff no-
tices probably in June or July.

This amendment would cover both
employees—those who have already ex-
hausted their benefits and employees
who, in the next several months, will
run out of benefits; is that your under-
standing?

Mr. SARBANES. That is my under-
standing, but the Senator makes a very
important point in the context in
which she presented it. Typically, after
the earlier layoffs that the Senator
talked about at Boeing, the economy
would have picked up again. Boeing
would have resumed work and would
have started hauling people back in off
of the unemployment rolls and putting
them back to work.

The fact that they are now laying off
additional people confronts us with
providing for them, which the exten-
sion the other side is talking about
may do, but it does not provide for
going back and picking up the previous
people who were laid off and who have
exhausted their benefits.

The economy is not working the way
it has traditionally worked. It is a very
serious concern. The earlier people, in-
stead of being called back because

I am interested in
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Boeing’s job orders are picking up, in
fact confront a situation in which Boe-
ing is now laying off even more people.

Ms. CANTWELL. | thank the Senator
for that clarification because that is
the point.

Mr. NICKLES. Regular order.

Ms. CANTWELL. We have to take
care of those who have lost their bene-
fits. The reason we should do that is
your very point in your clarification
that it is not getting better. | thank
you for your clarification.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may only yield for questions.

Mr. SARBANES. Have we answered
the able Senator’s question, | hope, in
the course of this discussion?

Mrs. CLINTON. Will the Senator
from Maryland yield for an additional
question?

Mr. SARBANES. Certainly.

Mrs. CLINTON. As | look at the pro-
posal of the Senator from Massachu-
setts and the specific financial hard-
ships of unemployment, is it the posi-
tion of the Senator from Maryland that
in the absence of extending unemploy-
ment benefits to those who have al-
ready exhausted their benefits, there is
no opportunity on the horizon for them
to have income because the jobs are
just not there?

Mr. SARBANES. Exactly. These peo-
ple, in effect, will fall off the cliff, and
they are hard-working people. They
would not have gotten the unemploy-
ment benefits to begin with if they had
not had a job record, | say to the able
Senator from New York.

Mrs. CLINTON. Does the Senator
from Maryland have any idea how
many of the people who have exhausted
their benefits have children in their
homes?

Mr. NICKLES. Regular order.

Mr. SARBANES. | do not.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is yielding for a question.

Mrs. CLINTON. Would it surprise the
Senator from Maryland that the num-
ber of parents who have been unem-
ployed for 6 months or longer has in-
creased 245 percent?

Mr. SARBANES. | think that is con-
sistent with the economic slow-
down——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend. Senators are re-
minded to address questions through
the Chair.

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, if
I can continue in this line of ques-
tioning with the Senator from Mary-
land. Is the Senator from Maryland
aware that in the year 2000, there were
approximately 176,000 long-term unem-
ployed parents but that last month
there were 607,000?

Mr. SARBANES. | did not know the
exact figures but | knew there has been
a very significant increase. That re-
flects the broader fact that the number
of the long-term unemployed has now
risen, not just parents, which was the
thrust of the Senator’s question, but
the number of long-term unemployed
has risen to just under 2 million. These
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are the highest numbers we have had in
almost 10 years.

Mrs. CLINTON. Is it correct that the
Senator from Massachusetts——

Mr. NICKLES. Regular order.

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, a
further question to the Senator from
Maryland: Is it correct that in previous
years with previous Presidents and
Congresses, the concern about long-
term unemployment has let us, as a na-
tion, provide benefits for those people
who have exhausted their source of in-
come and cannot find a job?

Mr. SARBANES. That is my under-
standing, and it is further my under-
standing that the extensions which
have been done thus far in this reces-
sion compare very poorly with what
was consistently done in previous eco-
nomic downturns under both Repub-
lican and Democratic administrations.
It is a very marked contrast that the
response this time to the unemployed
problem falls far short of what oc-

curred in previous economic
downturns.
Mrs. CLINTON. Finally, Madam

President, to the Senator from Mary-
land, is the Senator from Maryland
aware that the rate at which people are
exhausting their unemployment bene-
fits, without finding a job in this job-
less economy that we are currently ex-
periencing, was at its highest level ever
recorded in February and its second
highest level ever recorded in March,
and that for 23 straight months the pri-
vate sector has lost jobs, the longest
stretch since World War Il1; is the Sen-
ator from Maryland aware of that?

Mr. SARBANES. That is a very dra-
matic statement of what is happening
out there in terms of the shrinking of
the job market and the incredibly dif-
ficult situation in which the unem-
ployed find themselves. As the Senator
has emphasized in particular, those
who are parents are confronted with
how they are going to provide for the
needs of their families. The Senator is
absolutely correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. | would like to, if I
can, ask the Senator a question as
well. Is the Senator aware that there
are 18,000 members of the Armed
Forces who have left the military and
are now unemployed?

These are men and women who were
serving in the military in recent times,
are now unemployed, are now depend-
ing upon unemployment compensation,
brave men and women who served this
country gallantly and are now depend-
ent upon unemployment compensation.
They will be at risk as well.

Mr. SARBANES. In response to the
Senator’s question, that is just another
dimension with respect to this prob-
lem. This problem really reaches
throughout our society. As the able
Senator from North Carolina stated
earlier, he is encountering it all across
the country. The former military per-
sonnel bring another dramatic dimen-
sion to this problem and the necessity,
in my view, to enact the amendment
the Senator from Massachusetts has of-
fered.

May 23, 2003

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
EXANDER). The Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, | yield
to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. This has been a very
interesting dialog, but it has abso-
lutely nothing to do with this bill. Yes-
terday we made a unanimous consent
request to pass a clean extension of un-
employment compensation. The House
has now passed a bill. We will ask
unanimous consent again to pass a
clean extension of unemployment com-
pensation.

Mr. SARBANES. Will
yield?

Mr. NICKLES. | will not yield. We
have voted on this three times already
this year. Some people on the other
side say this is such a great issue, we
are just going to get to vote on it a lot,
and so now they offer it on a debt limit
bill. Incidentally, they happen to know
the House has already left. They know
we have to pass a clean debt limit bill.
They know a budget point of order lies
against it. They know it is nothing but
political gamesmanship.

| told our colleagues yesterday that
they jeopardized passing a clean exten-
sion of unemployment comp. We could
have done it yesterday. | hope we can
do it today. Instead, they do not want
to pass just a clean extension, they
want to increase the program.

This amendment we are looking at
today is a little different than the
amendment we looked at last time. It
has not had a hearing. It has not been
vetted. It is not the bill that passed the
House. The House has already left
town. So if my colleagues want to do
something to help people who are los-
ing their unemployment compensation,
they have to pass the House bill—and
they are not in session, they have left.
So we—

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. NICKLES. No, I am not yielding.

If we take this modification, this
change, on the debt limit bill, it will
complicate the debt limit bill. If we
amend unemployment comp that we
are going to try to pass later by unani-
mous consent, that will not pass. We
want to provide assistance to them,
and we can pass a clean extension for
the next 7 months. That happens to be
nearly the same thing the Senator
from New York and I did in January. It
happens to be nearly the same thing
the Senator from New York and | did
last November.

So if my colleagues want to help peo-
ple who have lost their unemployment
benefits, we can pass a clean extension.
We are not going to pass a major ex-
pansion, as this amendment would pro-
pose. This amendment would allow
some people to receive 59 weeks of ben-
efits—of unemployment comp. We are
not going to do it. I will tell my col-
leagues that right now. So they can
make all the speeches they want, but
some of us want to pass this bill and
move on.

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

the Senator
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. | announce that the Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr. BYRD) is
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. BYRD) would vote “‘nay”’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 199 Leg.]

50,

YEAS—50
Alexander Dole McConnell
Allard Domenici Miller
Allen Ensign Murkowski
Bennett Enzi Nickles
Bond Fitzgerald Roberts
Browpback Frist Santorum
Bunning Graham (SC) Sessions
Burns Grassley
Chafee Gregg g:flltbg/
Chambliss Hagel Snowe
Cochran Hatch
Coleman Hutchison Stevens
Collins Inhofe Sununu
Cornyn Kyl Talent
Craig Lott Thomas
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
DeWine McCain Warner
NAYS—49
Akaka Durbin Lieberman
Baucus Edwards Lincoln
Bayh Feingold Mikulski
Biden Feinstein Murray
Bingaman Graham (FL) Nelson (FL)
Boxer Harkin Nelson (NE)
Breaux Hollings Pryor
Campbell Inouye Reed
Cantwell Jeffords Reid
Carper Johnson Rockefeller
Clinton Kennedy
Conrad Kerry Sarbanes
Corzine Kohl Schumer
Daschle Landrieu Specter
Dayton Lautenberg Stabenow
Dodd Leahy Wyden
Dorgan Levin
NOT VOTING—1
Byrd

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. MCCONNELL. | move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, | ask
before the next vote that we have 10-
minute votes in the future. | ask unan-
imous consent the following votes be 10
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. REID. We have no objection.

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

The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. The next amendment we
have in order is that offered by Senator
FEINGOLD, but Senator KENNEDY is
here, wishing to present a unanimous
consent request.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, just for
the information of our colleagues, |

Is there
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think we stated this before, but | want
to repeat it. It is our intention to ask
unanimous consent to pass the House-
passed bill on unemployment com-
pensation upon completion of the debt
limit extension. It is also our intention
again to ask unanimous consent to
pass the sense-of-the-Senate resolution
that the Senate would not curtail
COLAs. No one was planning on doing
it, but because we had an amendment
earlier | think we want to clarify that.
We will pass both of those on free-
standing items upon completion of the
debt limit extension.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, hav-
ing listened to the leader, | ask unani-
mous consent the Senate proceed to
the consideration of the House unem-
ployment compensation bill, H.R. 2185,
which the House passed last night by a
vote of 409 to 19, that the bill be read a
third time and passed, the motion to
reconsider be laid on the table, and the
preceding all occur without inter-
vening action or debate.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, and | will
object, we are in the process, | think
the Senator from Massachusetts
knows, of trying to clear that on this
side of the aisle. The Senator from
Oklahoma has indicated we expect to
be able to pass the House-passed unem-
ployment extension later in the day.
We cannot, however, clear it at this
particular moment. Therefore, | object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Just to repeat, | tried
to do that yesterday, and the Senator
from Massachusetts objected—or some-
body from the other side of the aisle
objected. | just want to make that
point as well. Some of us tried to pass
a clean extension yesterday and | urged
my colleagues to do it and it was ob-
jected to. Now we have had a couple of
votes. | hope we can clear it and will
pass the House-passed bill.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as |
understand it, the objection is coming
from the Republican side to the bill
that passed last night in the House of
Representatives 409 to 19. We are pre-
pared. We believe it should include
exhaustees. But we want to find the
earliest time to let those people who
are unemployed know that the Senate
is going to be responsive. It passed last
night. We are asking now that it be
passed right now.

If there is going to be an objection by
the Republican leadership, the RECORD
ought to reflect that. We are prepared.

This is our first priority—to say to
those who are receiving unemployment
compensation that they will continue
to receive it.

Do | understand there has been an ob-
jection by the Republican leadership?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
was.

Mr. KENNEDY. Otherwise, |
the request.

renew
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion was heard.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the
majority be willing to enter into a
time agreement on the amendment of-
fered by Senator FEINGOLD in relation
to pay-go? He has agreed to 15 minutes
on our side. | ask that in the form of a
unanimous consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. NICKLES. Reserving the right to
object, 15 minutes on that side. How
much on this side?

Mr. REID. Whatever you want—15
minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. Ten minutes on this
side would be more than sufficient.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yield for a
question?

Mr. FEINGOLD. 1| yield for the pur-
pose of a question.

Mr. REID. The distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma wouldn’t yield for a
question that | wanted to ask earlier
but he said the reason we can’t amend
this bill even a little bit is because the
House was not here. | ask my friend
from Wisconsin: Does he think it would
be a good idea to ask the House leader-
ship to call on Governor Ridge to send
all the airplanes he has available to see
if they can return?

Mr. FEINGOLD. It sounds like a good
plan. | hope that is done while | offer
my amendment.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | appre-
ciate so much the concerns of my
friend and colleague from Nevada
about being able to find legislators who
have wondered afar from the legisla-
tive field. We did have a slight invasion
in our State by a few Democrat legisla-
tors who were somewhat fretting but |
am happy to report they returned safe-
ly to the State of Texas, much to the
appreciation of both States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

AMENDMENT NO. 835

Is there

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you, Mr.
President.

I send an amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.

The assistant clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEIN-
GoLD], for himself, Mr. CARPER, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, and Ms. CANTWELL, proposes an
amendment numbered 835.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To extend the current-law pay-as-
you-go requirement)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . EXTENSION OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 275(b) of the Bal-

anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
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Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 900 note) is amended by
striking ‘2006’ and inserting ‘“2008”".

(b) EXTENSION OF PAY-As-You-Go.—Section
252 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 902) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ““2002”’ and
inserting ‘“2008’’; and

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ““2002’’ and
inserting ‘“2008’".

(c) APPLICATION.—Section 252 of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 902), as amended by this
section, shall not apply to direct spending
and receipts legislation enacted prior to the
enactment of this section.

(d) EFFecCTIVE DATE.—the amendments
made by this section shall take effect Sep-
tember 30, 2002.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | am
pleased to join with the Senator from
Delaware, Mr. CARPER, the Senator
from Washington, Ms. CANTWELL, and
the Senator from California, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, in offering this straightforward
amendment. Our amendment would
simply extend the pay-as-you-go law
that has been in force in one way or an-
other since 1990.

On October 16 of last year, Senators
CONRAD, DOMENICI, GREGG, and | joined
to offer an amendment to extend the
budget process. The Senate agreed to
our amendment, but with a modifica-
tion that limited the extension to April
15.

During debate on the budget resolu-
tion, a number of us offered an amend-
ment to extend the critical budget
process rules, known as pay-go, and I
was pleased that the Chairman of the
Budget Committee, Mr. NICKLES, ac-
cepted our amendment.

I regret that this absolutely critical
budget rule was dropped in the final
version of the budget resolution. In its
place, the conference committee ap-
proved a far weaker set of rules. In
fact, instead of acting to restrain the
fiscal appetites of Congress, the rules
established in the budget resolution ac-
tually whet those appetites.

They carve out an enormous excep-
tion in the pay-go rules, exempting
over one-and-a-half trillion dollars in
tax cuts and spending increases from
the sensible restraints we had long im-
posed on ourselves.

The result is that we are currently
legislating in an environment that is
almost completely unconstrained by
any budget discipline at all.

Were our budget position stronger
than it is, the lack of budget restraint
would be troubling enough. But given
the extremely serious fiscal challenges
we face, the inadequate budget rules
adopted in the budget resolution are
simply and grossly irresponsible.

The last two years have seen a dra-
matic deterioration in the govern-
ment’s ability to perform one of its
most fundamental jobs—balancing the
nation’s fiscal books.

In January of 2001, the Congressional
Budget Office projected that in the 10
years thereafter, the government
would run a unified budget surplus of
more than $5 trillion.

With the adoption of the budget reso-
lution, we are now facing unified budg-
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et deficits of $1.7 trillion through 2013.
That is a dramatic swing of nearly $7
trillion, just in the space of a little
more than two years.

And without counting Social Secu-
rity, we are expected to run deficits of
$4.5 trillion through 2013 under the
policies outlined in the budget resolu-
tion. And many have noted that the as-
sumptions on which those projections
are based are overly optimistic, that in
particular they assume spending levels
that Congress is unlikely to observe.

This kind of budgeting is absolutely
reckless. There is no other word for it.
And the lack of adequate rules com-
pound the damage.

We must stop running these debili-
tating deficits.

We must stop running deficits be-
cause they cause the government to
use the surpluses of the Social Security
trust fund for other government pur-
poses, rather than to pay down the debt
and help our nation prepare for the
coming retirement of the baby boom
generation.

We must stop running deficits be-
cause every dollar that we add to the
Federal debt is another dollar that we
are forcing our children to pay back in
higher taxes or fewer government bene-
fits.

When the government in this genera-
tion chooses to spend on current con-
sumption and to accumulate debt for
our children’s generation to pay, it
does nothing less than rob our children
of their own choices. We make our
choices to spend on our wants, but we
saddle our kids with debts that they
must pay from their tax dollars and
their hard work. And that is not right.

That is why | am offering this
amendment to reinstate the budget
statute under which we operated for
many years. We need a strong budget
process. We need to exert fiscal dis-
cipline.

This amendment would simply return
us to the pay-go budget discipline that
was in effect until September of last
year. It would reinstate the across-the-
board sequester law that imposed some
useful budget discipline during the
1990s.

That is what this amendment would
do. It is the least that we should do to
ensure fiscal responsibility and sound
budgeting.

We must stop using Social Security
surpluses to fund other government
programs. We must stop piling up debt
for our children to pay off. We must
continue the discipline of the budget
process.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, |
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Delaware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, | ex-
press my gratitude to Senator FEIN-
GoLD and join with him and Senators
CANTWELL and FEINSTEIN in offering
this amendment today.
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The budget enforcement require-
ments first established in the Budget
Enforcement Act of 1990 were impor-
tant factors in the successful bipar-
tisan effort over the course of the 1990s
to bring our Federal budget deficit
under control.

At a time now when our deficit is
again growing rapidly, it is most unfor-
tunate that these budgetary con-
straints have been allowed to lapse.

One of the most important of the 1990
controls was the so-called pay-go law.
The pay-go law requires the Congress
to live under the same constraints as
most typical American families.

American families—at least most of
us—understand very well that if they
want to spend more lavishly, they
must find some way to bring in more
income. Similarly, if one parent de-
cides to leave the workforce to stay at
home, then the family must find a way
to make do with less.

Put simply, pay-go required that we
acknowledge these same simple reali-
ties of life. It required the Congress
come up with the revenues to pay for
any new entitlement spending or else
find ways to accommodate that new
spending by tightening our belts some-
where else. It required that should Con-
gress decide to reduce the revenues we
use to pay for Federal spending, either
we have to cut the spending those reve-
nues financed or else find new revenues
to pay for that same spending.

The purpose of pay-go is to prevent
Congress and the President from run-
ning up the bill on our Nation’s credit
card, which is exactly what we are
doing today, to the tune of nearly $1
trillion.

The pay-go law expired last fall, as
Senator FEINGOLD has said, as did the
discretionary spending caps that were
also part of the successful formula that
brought the deficit under control by
the end of the 1990s.

A related pay-go rule that we had
here in the Senate was extended until
this April 15. It was then replaced with
new rules that are widely acknowl-
edged to be weak and porous. The stat-
utory pay-go requirement—the legally
binding requirement—has not been re-
newed at all. This is a serious mistake.

We cannot undo today all the actions
over the last 2 years that have led us to
the point we are, but here we are pre-
paring to raise the ceiling on the Fed-
eral debt by nearly $1 trillion. Today
alone, we will pay $1 billion in interest
on our national debt—not on debt serv-
ice, not on principal payment—just on
interest, $1 billion today alone.

By this time next year, some 20 cents
of every revenue dollar we collect for
the Federal Treasury will go to pay
just for interest alone—20 cents of
every dollar just to pay for interest
alone.

While we cannot today retrace the
steps that we need to, to ensure that
all those wrongs will be righted, we can
take a step to ensure that we will not
be back here in a few months or a year
to charge lavishly on the Nation’s cred-
it card once again.
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Senators FEINGOLD, CANTWELL, FEIN-
STEIN, and myself are proposing a first
step in that direction—restoring one of
the most important constraints that
helped instill fiscal discipline in this
place in the 1990s.

I hope our colleagues will join us and
support this amendment.

| thank the Senator from Wisconsin
for his leadership and for yielding time
to me.

RESTORING THE PAY-GO RULE

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, |
rise today to offer my support for the
Feingold amendment reinstating the
Senate’s pay-go rule. The premise un-
derlying this amendment is that we as
a body must return to using the budget
enforcement measures that have helped
us be fiscally responsible in the past.

We have responsibilities to live up to
and commitments to fulfill, but we also
must have fiscal discipline as we make
budget decisions. We must have a
framework and strict budget enforce-
ment rules to guide through this dif-
ficult, and as we have seen this week,
contentious and politically charged
process.

This amendment helps us at a time
when we have seen a multitrillion-dol-
lar surplus turn into a multitrillion-
dollar deficit. Perhaps now more than
ever, it is critical that we exercise fis-
cal restraint. Reinstating the pay-go
rule by approving this amendment is a
good first step.

This amendment would extend the
‘““pay as you go’’ budget rule that ex-
pired on April 15. The pay-go would
subject any tax cuts or new mandatory
spending to a 60-vote point of order un-
less those cuts or spending increases
are fully offset. Pay-go had been in ef-
fect from 1990 until just a few weeks
ago when our colleagues across the
aisle allowed it to expire, choosing to
replace it with a far weaker provision.
The pay-go provision proposed in Sen-
ator FEINGOLD’s amendment would re-
store the stronger rule, which in the
past decade has proven an important
tool for the Senate to maintain fiscal
discipline and keep Federal spending
within reasonable limits.

The actions of the Senate today
made clear the absence of fiscal dis-
cipline in our Government under this
administration. | hope the American
people see this morning’s tax vote and
this subsequent effort to increase the
debt limit by nearly $1 trillion—the
largest increase in our Nation’s his-
tory—for what it is: A poor decision
that will burden taxpayers with an out-
rageous debt load for years to come.

We know the current and ever-grow-
ing deficit is a direct result of the 2001
tax cut, the ongoing recession, and the
tragic events of September 11, 2001. For
us to enact another poorly targeted tax
cut is a mistake. And it is outrageous
that minutes after the tax cuts were
approved, the Senate began the debate
to raise the Government debt limit by
more than $900 billion. This is proof
that fiscal discipline is not the guiding
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principle when making decisions about
the country’s future financial health.
This is the second time in 2 years we
have been faced with this issue, a clear
indication that current fiscal policies
are not improving the economic re-
ality.

One of the most important actions
we can take for the Nation’s future
economic stability is to pay down the
National debt. According to the Chair-
man of the Federal Reserve Board,
Alan Greenspan, paying down the Na-
tional debt lowers interest rates and
keeps the capital markets and invest-
ment going.

I want to make it clear that | do sup-
port efforts to provide hardworking
Washingtonians and all Americans
with tax relief such as eliminating the
marriage penalty, making college tui-
tion tax deductible, allowing States
with no State income tax to deduct
their sales taxes from their Federal in-
come tax return, and assisting workers
in savings for their retirement. But we
must look at all budget issues—taxes
and spending alike—from a total and
comprehensive view.

Our total budget must be crafted
within a framework that maintains fis-
cal discipline, and stimulates economic
growth through continued Federal in-
vestment in education and job train-
ing, while also protecting the environ-
ment. Furthermore, we need to invest
in our Nation’s economic future by
making a commitment to public re-
search and development in science and
technology—maintaining our status as
a global leader.

It is a balance. We need to make
these investments, but within a frame-
work that ensures we don’t spend be-
yond our means. If we want our econ-
omy to be strong, if we want revenues,
and if we want to make the right deci-
sions, we need to keep paying down the
debt.

We must have fiscal discipline in the
budget and appropriations process. We
cannot focus solely on the individual
items and programs in our budget but
must look at the whole picture. The
budget enforcement procedures such as
pay-go help us do this, and help us keep
our spending under a reasonable
amount of control.

Budget enforcement rules like pay-go
worked successfully as we struggled to
get out of the deficit spending in the
1990s, and it will work as we struggle to
get out of the recession and deficit fi-
nancing we face today. | urge my col-
leagues to support the Feingold amend-
ment and reinstate the Senate’s pay-go
rule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, | yield
time to the Senator from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | in-
quire of my colleagues—I am going to
make a budget point of order shortly.
You have not used all your time. | will
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not use all our time. Maybe we can
move forward a little quicker.

Is there anybody else on your side
who wishes to speak?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, if
Senator CANTWELL wishes to speak, |
would want to reserve an opportunity
for that.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | will
proceed. She is not on the floor right
now.

Mr.
ments.

I have had the pleasure of working
with Senator FEINGOLD in the Budget
Committee and on several occasions on
the floor, and we have shared an inter-
est, at various times, being a coalition,
trying to curb the growth of Federal
spending. | say that to my colleague. |
appreciate his work and how sincere he
is with this amendment and with budg-
et process.

As chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, | will tell you, budget process
should come through the Budget Com-
mittee. The Senator has an amend-
ment. It is not perfect. It needs to be
improved. It needs to go through the
Budget Committee. Actually, the
Budget Act says it should go through
the Budget Committee.

I would like to consult with all Mem-
bers—Democrats and Republicans—on
budget reform. | think we need budget
reform, both in process and in imple-
mentation.

Now, in pay-go, a lot of people get
confused, but we actually have pay-go
in Senate rules, and we used to have
statutory pay-go. One is in the statutes
of the United States Code. One is in
Senate rules. We have pay-go in Senate
rules. We had—past tense—pay-go in
the statutes.

I am willing to reinstate pay-go and
maybe change the way it is drafted to
some extent. The former chairman of

President, first a couple com-

the Budget Committee, Senator
DOMENICI, is in the Chamber, and he
utilized it, but the statute had not

been utilized very often in the past. It
was very seldom. It actually had a se-
quester. It was hardly ever used. Maybe
the threat of it is worthwhile, but, any-
way, it had not been used. We also have
pay-go in Senate rules. That has been
used quite frequently.

So | just make the comment that we
need some budgetary changes in rules.
I think we certainly do. The way that
the budgets are managed with the vote-
aramas—we ended up having 51 votes,
most of which were stacked in the last
day or so of the management of the
budget—I think is demeaning to the
Senate. The same thing in reconcili-
ation; and that actually is done under
the budget procedure. Again, we had a
limited number of hours for consider-
ation of the reconciliation bill and
then a vote-arama.

Again, maybe it is not the best way
to be considering legislation of such
importance. So I am willing to work
with my colleagues on both sides, and
| appreciate the interest of the Senator
from Delaware and the Senator from
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Wisconsin in passing budget reform,
and | will work with them. If we do a
bill dealing with budget reform, in my
opinion, it is going to take bipartisan
support.

| see the former chairman of the
Budget Committee. It is going to take
a bipartisan effort or it will not hap-
pen. | recognize that. | realize that. |
happen to think there are enough of us
around wrestling with budgets who
know that procedures need to be im-
proved.

We also want them to be effective: To
have a Budget Act with enforcement,
but not have it be ineffective, i.e, you
can waive it on account of emergency,
you can waive it on a lot of things
where they are not effective. We do not
want to do that. We want to be effec-
tive in exhibiting some discipline.

I might also mention, just for the in-
formation of our colleagues, in the
budget we did pass there is a direction
to all the authorizing committees to
report back to the Budget Committee
by September 2 for ideas on curbing
wasteful spending, with at least a tar-
get of 1 percent.

I mentioned this to some of my col-
leagues, and 1 will mention it on the
floor, because some authorizers are
going to say: Wait a minute. What are
you doing telling us to come up with
some savings? But a lot of programs
have waste or fraud or accounting er-
rors that need to be stopped. The House
actually had a mandatory cut. We
ended up saying: Well, we are going to
request the committees to report back
to us. We expect and look forward to
their cooperation.

We did not do anything in this last
year’s budget, frankly, on entitle-
ments. We probably should. We need to
look at all Federal spending. We need
to eliminate waste. It bothers me to
look at a program, such as the earned
income tax credit, and have Treasury
report back to us that 30 percent of the
program is a mistake—some of it fraud,
some of it a mistake, accounting er-
rors, you name it. We should not have
programs which are that wasteful, that
much of a mistake. We need to improve
management of our Government.

I told the former chairman of the
Budget Committee, Senator CONRAD,
that | hope to do a lot of oversight to
make Government work better. We will
be doing some of that as well.

| say to my colleagues, | do not be-
lieve this amendment on the debt
limit—without going through the com-
mittee—is the proper approach.

So, Mr. President, | am going to
make a point of order that the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Wis-
consin, Mr. FEINGOLD, contains mat-
ter—

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

Mr. NICKLES. | am not going to ask
for the vote now.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Will
withhold?

Mr. NICKLES. I will withhold.

I was not going to push for the vote
on it until you completed your time. |

the Senator
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will make the point of order. I know
Senator DOMENICI wishes to speak, as
well.

Mr. President, | make a point of
order that the amendment offered by
the Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, contains matter within the juris-
diction of the Committee on the Budg-
et, and the underlying bill was not re-
ported from the committee. Therefore,
I raise a point of order against the
amendment under section 306 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

I make that point of order, and | now
wish for the Senator to complete his
time. | also ask that——

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, is it
necessary for me to move to waive the
point of order at this point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may use his time first.

Mr. NICKLES. | say to the Senator,
you can use your time. You can move
to waive, and we can still debate.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, even
though the motion by my friend from
Oklahoma has been made too early, |
ask unanimous consent that when Sen-
ator FEINGOLD completes all the time
he has been allotted, the request made
by the Senator from Oklahoma be
valid, and then Senator FEINGOLD could
move to waive.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, | ask to modify
that request, and that the Senator
from New Mexico be entitled to speak
for 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
still time remaining for debate on the
amendment.

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, those
of us who came here in the early 1990s
found an incredible fiscal mess in this
country. And we believed—so many of
us worked on both sides of the aisle;
and it was bipartisan—that without
these kinds of budget rules, we never
would have been able to get the deficit
eliminated and actually have a surplus
by the early part of this decade.

That is why it is so important that
we restore this statutory language and
move in the direction of fiscal dis-
cipline.

| do appreciate the words and the ac-
tions of the chairman of the Budget
Committee. He has shown a genuine in-
terest in trying to get these rules in
place. | appreciate his commitment to
work with us on a bipartisan basis to
do it. | can tell you that this is not the
first effort in this regard. | worked all
last year with Senators from both sides
of the aisle to try to figure this out.
Senator GREGG, Senator Phil Gramm,
and others tried every approach we
could to make sure these rules would
be in place. Unfortunately, it did not
work. So there is no lack of willingness
on this side of the aisle to work to-
gether to restore these budget rules. |
think a good chance to do that is right
now, on this amendment today, on a bi-
partisan basis to get some fiscal dis-
cipline to return.
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| thank the Senator from Delaware.
He has been absolutely determined
since he came to the Senate to help us
restore these kinds of rules and have
some kind of fiscal discipline.

Finally, as | yield time to the Sen-
ator from North Dakota, who in my
view has been the leading advocate for
fiscal discipline in this body over many
years, | am grateful to his leadership
and commitment to have these rules in
place. Even though it is possible that
we won’t prevail on this amendment
today, | do believe there is a bipartisan
interest in trying to resolve this prob-
lem.

| yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
North Dakota.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, | thank
the Senator from Wisconsin. | espe-
cially commend him for his leadership
on this issue. It has been over an ex-
tended period of time that he has tried
to remind our colleagues repeatedly of
the need for fiscal discipline.

The Budget Enforcement Act of 1990
first established what we called pay-go.
Pay-go has two separate enforcement
mechanisms: a 60-vote point of order in
the Senate, and sequestration. The ma-
jority extended the pay-go point of
order but they included a huge loop-
hole for all of the policies assumed in
this year’s budget resolution, including
its tax cuts. So we have pay-go, but we
are closing the barn door after the
cows have all left. They did not extend
sequestration, which expired on Sep-
tember 30 of last year. Therefore, we
are currently operating without the
key tools that have been used to help
enforce budget discipline over a dozen
years.

Given the huge loophole that now ex-
ists in the pay-go point of order, we
need pay-go sequestration all the more.

Under  sequestration, mandatory
spending and tax legislation that re-
duced surpluses or increased deficits
had to be fully offset with mandatory
savings or revenue increases in order to
avoid across-the-board cuts in manda-
tory spending at the end of a fiscal
year. The threat of these cuts helped
prevent the enactment of costly and
fiscally irresponsible legislation that
was not paid for, such as today’s tax
bill that just passed that is going to
dramatically deepen the deficit and
debt of this country.

| support the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin. | urge my col-
leagues to do so as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. NICKLES. How much time do we
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, if this
amendment were adopted, it would
more than complicate the debt limit
extension. We have already mentioned
that. Senators are aware of that.

I have already said | will work with
members of the committee. | will work
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with other Members for budget process
reform. I welcome ideas and input. We
can do a better job. Under present law,
if this passed, for those people who
have an interest in passing a prescrip-
tion drug bill, it won’t happen. The
budget resolution says we can have a
prescription drug bill within $400 bil-
lion reported by the Finance Com-
mittee. A budget point of order would
not lie against it. If this amendment
passed, every penny of it would have to
be paid for with either revenue in-
creases or cuts, presumably in Medi-
care or Medicaid. My guess is you
would not have it.

| yield the balance of my time to the
Senator from New Mexico, who was
chairman or ranking member of the
Budget Committee for 25 years.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, first,
I want to say my congratulations to
the other side for attempting to tight-
en up the Budget Act, particularly Sen-
ator FEINGOLD. On the other hand, this
is not the way to do it nor the time to
do it.

The motion that has been made by
the distinguished chairman that this
amendment must fail is not a frivolous
one. To have this kind of a change in
the Budget Act requires hearings. That
is what this is about. The statute says
before you change this law—and we
thank the Lord all the time that they
put this in this law—on the floor, you
have to send it to the committee. That
is kind of new around here but it is
very good stuff. So that you know the
ramifications before you do the amend-
ing. The ramifications of this amend-
ment are so farfetched that it is not
farfetched to say you are voting
against prescription drug reform if you
vote for this amendment or to override
the motion by the chairman who says
we should not do this.

Secondly, | want to offer an expla-
nation. Today there is much talk about
the tax bill, and people are saying that
the tax bill, since many of the tax pro-
posals do not go on forever, is jiggering
the Tax Code. | should remind everyone
that the tax bill we have done is done
under the Budget Act. In turn, it is
done under a reconciliation instruc-
tion. It is not done under the ordinary
law of the Senate. Therefore, we are
bound by the law not to pass perma-
nent tax law changes. So it is not any-
body trying to play with the Tax Code.
It is the law that says, if you want the
benefit of the Budget Act under rec-
onciliation, which means no filibuster
and minimal amendments, then you
cannot make the tax changes perma-
nent. In other words, it gives you a
benefit, and it is a safeguard of perma-
nency not being available at the same
time.

That is the explanation for those who
are writing and talking about the fact
that these tax provisions are not per-
manent.

| thank the Senator for yielding.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Wis-
consin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, |
want to make a point. Of course, my
amendment does not prevent the pre-
scription drug benefit. It just means
that we have to actually pay for it. It
seems to me that is reasonable. The
amendment in no way prevents a paid-
for prescription drug benefit. 1 would
not support such an amendment if |
were given that.

How much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
minute 40 seconds.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Let me again thank
not only the current chairman but the
previous chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee. They have sincerely shown an
interest—I am a member of the com-
mittee—in trying to get these budget
rules back in place. | understand why
this motion is being made. The point
is, the chairman has indicated a will-
ingness to move forward. | understand
he will hold those hearings the Senator
from New Mexico was just referring to
that are a part of the process. | want
them to know I sincerely would like to
see us come together on this in the
coming months.

It was absolutely essential for the
American people to have the con-
fidence that we cared about the deficit
issue, that we finally gave the Amer-
ican people that wonderful sense of
confidence that it mattered to us that
we were running deficits. It helped
everybody’s mood. It helped the econ-
omy. It was a terrific thing for this
country.

That confidence is now gone. The
way you rebuild it is by getting these
rules in place so people can point to
those rules and say: We can’t go be-
yond these limits.

That is what we need.
need it in statute as well as
rules of the Senate.

Mr. President, | reserve the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr.
yield back our time.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | vyield back my
time, Mr. President. | assume this
would be the appropriate time for me
to move to waive the point of order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Pursuant to section
904 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, 1 move to waive the applicable
sections of that act for purposes of the
pending amendment, and | ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, can we
make sure people know this is a 10-
minute vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair reminds Senators this is a 10-
minute vote.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

One

I think we
in the

President, we
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The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 47,
nays 52, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 200 Leg.]

YEAS—47
Akaka Durbin Lincoln
Baucus Edwards McCain
Bayh Feingold Mikulski
Biden Feinstein Murray
Bingaman Graham (FL) Nelson (FL)
Boxer Harkin Nelson (NE)
Byrd Hollings Pryor
Cantwell Inouye Reed
Carper Jeffords Reid
Clinton Johnson
Conrad Kerry Rockefeller
Corzine Kohl Sarbanes
Daschle Lautenberg Schumer
Dayton Leahy Snowe
Dodd Levin Stabenow
Dorgan Lieberman Wyden
NAYS—52

Alexander DeWine McConnell
Allard Dole Miller
Allen Domenici Murkowski
Bennett Ensign Nickles
Bond Enzi Roberts
Breaux Fitzgerald Santorum
Brownback Frist Sessions
Bunning Graham (SC) Shelby
Burns Grassley Smith
Campbell Gregg

Specter
Chafee Hagel
Chambliss Hatch Stevens
Cochran Hutchison Sununu
Coleman Inhofe Talent
Collins Kyl Thomas
Cornyn Landrieu Voinovich
Craig Lott Warner
Crapo Lugar

NOT VOTING—1
Kennedy

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 47, the nays are 52.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion Iis rejected.
The point of order is sustained, and the
amendment falls.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | move to
reconsider the vote and lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. At this time, | renew the
unanimous consent request on unem-
ployment insurance earlier offered by
the Senator from Massachusetts, Mr.
KENNEDY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. McCONNELL. I did not hear the
Senator.

Mr. REID. Earlier today, Senator
KENNEDY asked that the Senate ap-
prove the unemployment insurance
legislation which was sent from the
House to the Senate early this morn-
ing. | have asked to renew the request
of the Senator from Massachusetts
that that be adopted by the Senate.

Is there
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The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, | do
object simply because there may be
somebody on this side of the aisle who
may want to make that motion. So if
we could go ahead and process another
amendment, we will have further dis-
cussions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard. The Senator from Ne-
vada.

Mr. REID. | certainly understand,
and that would be satisfactory. We do
not need to make the request, but we
would hope that it would be made very
quickly.

In the interim, the next amendment
we would ask to be considered is that
of the Senator from South Carolina,
Mr. HOLLINGS. He has agreed to 20 min-
utes for himself. We ask if there would
be a like time agreed to by the major-
ity? That would be 40 minutes equally
divided, with no second-degree amend-
ments in order. There have not been
any offered so far. | ask that in the
form of a unanimous consent request.

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

The Senator from South Carolina.

Is there

Mr. HOLLINGS. | have an amend-
ment at the desk and ask the clerk to
report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
HOLLINGS] proposes an amendment numbered
836.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SECTION 1. APPLICABILITY OF PUBLIC DEBT
LIMIT TO SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST
FUNDS.

(@) PROTECTION OF SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST
FUNDS.—

(1) DELAY OR FAILURE TO INVEST.—No offi-
cer or employee of the United States shall—

(A) delay the deposit of any amount into
(or delay the credit of any amount to) any
social security trust fund or otherwise vary
from the normal terms, procedures, or tim-
ing for making such deposits or credits; or

(B) refrain from the investment in public
debt obligations of amounts in any such
fund.

(2) EARLY REDEMPTION.—No officer or em-
ployee of the United States shall redeem
prior to maturity amounts in any social se-
curity trust fund which are invested in pub-
lic debt obligations for any other purpose
other than payment of benefits or adminis-
trative expenses from such fund.

(b) DEFINITION.—INn this section, the term
“public debt obligation’”” means any obliga-
tion subject to the public debt limit estab-
lished under section 3101 of title 31, United
States Code.

SEC. 2. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.

Subsections (j), (k), and (I) of section 8348
and subsections (g) and (h) of section 8438 of
title 5, United States Code, are repealed.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this
merely stops the Secretary of the
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Treasury from looting the Social Secu-
rity trust fund in order to make the
national debt appear smaller than it
actually is. On Sixth Avenue in New
York, they have a debt clock showing,
day to day, the increase of the national
debt.

On March 5 of this year, that debt
clock stopped, courtesy of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, who imme-
diately started using trust funds, par-
ticularly Social Security trust funds—
Enron accounting—to make the debt
appear smaller.

I ask unanimous consent that the
daily history of debt results be printed
in the RECORD.

THE DAILY HISTORY OF DEBT RESULTS—HISTORICAL
RETURNS FOR 3/4/2003 THROUGH 5/22/2003

Date

Amount

$6,445,657,357,431.67
6,460,621,838,679.66
6,460,801,790,956.35
6,460,766,227,729.85
6,460,659,531,541.01
6,460,621,340,512.27
6,460,585,777,680.29
6,460,744,895,144.64
6,460,709,229,897.82
6,460,602,930,313.42
6,460,568,106,011.18
6,460,533,569,239.51
6,460,712,491,314.69
6,460,674,090,486.67
6,460,570,026,872.52
6,460,535,345,690.24
6,460,500,338,259.08
6,460,683,851,496.24
6,460,649,275,186.23
6,460,776,256,578.16
6,460,741,982,363.11
6,460,707,711,622.02
6,460,883,083,990.99
6,460,848,478,613.52
6,460,744,653,570.51
6,460,697,206,431.50
6,460,664,200,138.40
6,460,828,617,061.12
6,460,792,544,188.95
6,460,686,804,499.03
6,460,651,308,615.55
6,460,617,585,976.91
6,460,780,111,309.05
6,460,747,047,775.30
6,460,647,854,361.95
6,460,605,341,148.70
6,460,572,277,868.61
6,460,743,188,902.46
6,460,710,818,047.88
6,460,613,708,360.89
6,460,581,338,149.98
6,460,380,745,789.28
6,460,544,146,581.37
6,460,512,105,716.15
6,460,415,978,242.13
6,460,377,391,988.34
6,460,345,350,371.45
6,460,497,884,145.02
6,460,466,362,233.10
6,460,371,786,677.29
6,460,340,581,249.18
6,460,308,855,091.23
6,460,444,642,526.75
6,460,414,110,545.71
6,460,322,505,519.43
6,460,276,922,875.71
6,460,247,153,270.68

3/4/2003
3/5/2003
3/6/2003
3/7/2003
3/10/2003
3/11/2003
3/12/2003
3/13/2003
3/14/2003
3/17/2003

5/21/2003

Note: The debt is published each business day. If there is no debt value
for the date(s) you requested, the value for the preceding business day will
be displayed.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, my
distinguished colleague, the Senator
from Oklahoma, Mr. NICKLES, raised
this particular point back in 1995. He
cosponsored a bill along with Senator
SANTORUM, Senator SHELBY, and Sen-
ator THoMAS. | refer my colleagues to
page S. 18819 of the ReECORD of Decem-
ber 18, 1995, at the introduction of S.
1484, a bill to enforce the public debt
limit and to protect the Social Secu-
rity trust funds. It is just the darnedest
thing you have ever seen. We are using
Enron accounting. We are looting the
Social Security funds, and the debt
goes up, up, and away.
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The Congressional Budget Office al-
ready reports, Senator DOMENICI, where
we had a $428 billion deficit last year.
We are running $138 billion ahead, so it
is up to $566 billion this minute.

Let’s understand what we are all
about. This week, the Republicans are
asking the Congress to casually vote to
raise the limit on the national debt by
$984 billion, from $6.4 trillion to $7.384
trillion. | say casually because the seri-
ousness of this move is passed over and
barely discussed. It took us 200 years of
our history and the cost of all of the
wars to ever get to a trillion-dollar
debt. Today, by a vote, we are going to
add $1 trillion to the debt.

It was not always this way. Just over
2 years ago, in his first speech to Con-
gress, President Bush bragged he want-
ed to pay down $2 trillion in debt. Ear-
lier, there was a crowd standing on the
Capitol steps hailing their Contract
with America to stop deficit spending.
There was the balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution cry-out that
went so far as to forbid deficits.

Some Republicans may not realize
the reason for this 180-degree turn, but
Carl Rove knows. It is about getting
rid of the Democratic Party. Repub-
licans hope this increase in the debt
limit is large enough so that any fur-
ther increase will not be needed until
after the 2004 Presidential election. In
the meantime, the Government will be
able to borrow money for all the tax
cuts the President wants to get re-
elected.

Borrow, we will. This is the first in-
stallment of the Republican-passed
budget that increases the debt from $6
trillion to $12 trillion over the next 10
years. That is an average of $600 billion
deficit each and every year for a dec-
ade. It took 38 Presidents and 192 years
to reach $1 trillion in debt. It took
Ronald Reagan 4 years, and it has
taken George W. Bush just halfway
through his term.

The Bush policy takes Reaganomics
to the extreme. If it means getting rid
of the Government at the same time,
so be it.

| hesitate to add that the President
is not alone in his mission. The Demo-
cratic Party is in lockstep with him.
When President Bush says, we need not
pay for the war, the Democrats agree.
This is the first time we have sent Gls
to fight a war and then want them to
hurry back to pay the bill. We in Con-
gress are not going to pay for it. We
need a tax cut to get elected next year.

When the President says, increase
the debt, we Democrats say, yes, that
is what the country needs, just not as
much as the President wants.

The President calls for fast-track
trade negotiating authority to export
America’s jobs faster and the Demo-
cratic leadership says, right on. Both
parties triangulate, so, as George Wal-
lace used to say, there is not a dime’s
worth of difference between the two
major parties. We are bogged down in
the needs of the campaign rather than
the needs of the country.
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The country needs fiscal discipline,
and we are getting it at the State level.
Fourteen Republican Governors are in-
creasing taxes to provide for the
States’ needs, but the cost of the war
does not move Washington. We already
are spending $500 billion to $600 billion
more than we are taking in. Alan
Greenspan, Paul Volcker, and Robert
Ruben believe this is enough stimulus.

The President’s tax cut merely in-
creases the debt which will increase
the interest costs, which increases
waste. Before long, all the Government
will be able to afford is defense, Social
Security, health care, and interest
costs that must be paid.

Karl Rove knows the more we spend
on interest charges, the less there is
for programs. The Democrats thrive on
programs and their constituencies.
Less programs equals less supporters,
which equals less Democratic Party.

Already the Democratic Party is in a
fix. Labor, its main supporter, is being
shipped overseas. And money, the main
support of the Republican Party, is
flourishing. The only thing to save the
Democratic Party and the country is
the free press.

But the free press is worse than both
parties. The media is charged with tell-
ing the truth but they avoid it. The
other day, when the Congressional
Budget Office reported the government
would hit a record in deficit spending
for the year, the Washington Post bur-
ied the news on the bottom of page AS5;
but it gave front page billing to Presi-
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dent Bush’s tax cuts, which the Presi-
dent claims has no impact on those
record deficits. Recently, when 1 of-
fered an amendment to stop tax cuts
and limit the explosion of the debt, no-
body in the press wrote a story.

James Fallows in his book, Breaking
the News, tells of the debate for a de-
mocracy between Walter Lippman and
the educator John Dewey. Lippman al-
lowed that the way to provide for a
strong democracy is to gather around
the table the experts in defense, health,
highways, foreign policy, and the econ-
omy. Let them hammer out the needs
of the country and give it to the con-
gress for enactment. ““No”’, said Dewey.
Let the free press report the truth to
the American people and the people
will reflect these truths and needs
through their representatives in Con-
gress.

The press avoids the truth. They are
completely bemused by politics, pro-
moting conflict between the candidates
and the parties. The increase in the
debt before us reflects the true na-
tional debt, but hereafter the press will
obscure the national debt by Ernon ac-
counting, making the debt and deficit
look smaller than they are.

The press will report the ‘‘on-budget
deficit”, *“‘unified deficit’’, and ‘‘public
debt” as separated from the ‘“‘govern-
ment debt”’—numbers that do not take
into account what the government
loots from Social Security and other
trust funds, which is the true deficit
and debt. The taxpayers can’t follow
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this, they can’t know. Little do they
realize the deficit last year exceeded
the sum total of 30 years of deficits
during the Truman, Eisenhower, Ken-
nedy, Johnson, Nixon and Ford years.
We are spending and cutting taxes like
drunken sailors.

Europe’s fiscal discipline requires a
nation’s debt not to exceed 60 percent
of its gross national product before it
can become a member of the European
Union. Our national debt exceeds 60
percent, and is rising. We don’t even
qualify to enter the European Union.

Today interest costs are almost $1
billion a day, and with $600 billion defi-
cits it will exceed $400 billion a year.
Without this waste we could double the
defense budget or give everybody in
America the best health care. But with
this waste, the dollar drops in value,
interest costs rise, and the Nation is
impoverished.

For the first time in history our gen-
eration will leave a lesser nation for
the next generation. But rather than
report on the state of the Union, all
the free press can report is that Gary
Hart is not running.

In the interest of time, | ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
RECORD the budget realities dem-
onstrating the state of the Union.

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

Presidents and fiscal years

U.S. budget
(outlays)

Borrowed trust
funds

Annual in-
creases in
spending for
interest

Unified deficit
with trust
funds

Actual deficit
without trust
funds

National debt

Truman:
1947

1948

1949

1950

1951

1952

Eisenhower:
19

-99 40 +139
6.7 118 +5.1
12 0.6 —06
12 =31 —43
45 6.1 +1.6
23 -15 -38
04 —65 -69
3.6 -12 —48
0.6 =30 —36
2.2 3.9 +1.7
3.0 34 +0.4
46 -28 —74

=50 —128 -8
33 0.3 =30

—12 -33 =21
3.2 =11 -103
2.6 —438 —74

=01 -59 -58
438 —14 -62
2.5 =37 —62
33 —86 —119
3.1 —252 —283
03 3.2 +2.9

123 -28 —161
43 -230 -213
43 —234 =211

155 —149 —304

115 —6.1 —176

.0
1
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Annual in-

Unified deficit  Actual deficit

Presidents and fiscal years U.(%hﬁggsg)et Borr?nvsgstrust W|}hnt(jr:st wﬂhfm:]tdgrust National debt sgmﬁz Ifr:]r
u u interest
1988 1,064.5 100.0 —155.2 —255.2 2,601.3 214.1
Bush
1989 1,1437 1142 —152.5 —266.7 2,868.3 240.9
1990 1,253.2 1174 —2212 —338.6 3,206.6 264.7
1991 1,324.4 122.5 —269.4 —391.9 3,598.5 285.5
1992 1,381.7 1132 —290.4 —403.6 4,002.1 292.3
Clinton:
1993 1,409.5 94.2 —255.1 —349.3 43514 292.5
1994 1,461.9 89.0 —2033 —292.3 4,643.7 296.3
1995 1,515.8 1133 —164.0 —271.3 4,921.0 332.4
1996 1,560.6 1534 —107.5 —260.9 5,181.9 344.0
1997 1,601.3 165.8 —22.0 —187.8 5,369.7 355.8
1998 1,652.6 178.2 69.2 —109.0 5478.7 363.8
1999 1,703.0 251.8 1244 —1274 5,606.1 353.5
2000 1,789.0 258.9 236.2 —22.7 5,628.8 362.0
Bush:
2001 1,863.9 268.2 127.1 —1411 5,769.9 359.5
2002 2,011.0 210.7 —157.8 —428.5 6,198.4 332.5
2003 2,137.0 222.6 246.0 468.6 6,667.0 323.0

*Historical Tables, Budget of the US Government; Beginning in 1962, CBO's The Budget and Economic Outlook: Fiscal Years 2004-2013.

Mr. HOLLINGS. | ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
another article from the Financial
Times today that the U.S. administra-
tion throws prudence out the window.

[From the Financial Times, May 23, 2003]

TAX LUNACY

President George W. Bush declared victory
yesterday in the long-running congressional
wrangle over his tax proposals. “This is a
Congress which is able to identify problems
facing the American people and get things
done,” he said after House and Senate Re-
publicans struck a deal on a $350bn tax cut
over 10 years. If only that were true.

The long-run costs of financing huge US
fiscal deficits, which stretch far into the fu-
ture, will weigh heavily on future genera-
tions. With little of the tax cut having an
immediate effect, the necessary short-run
economic stimulus will be negligible.

Democrats are prone to exaggerate the cul-
pability of the current administration in the
deterioration of the US public finances from
a surplus of 1.4 per cent of gross domestic
product in 2000 to a projected 4.6 per cent
deficit this year. The Congressional Budget
Office estimates that only a third of this de-
terioration is due to legislative changes, the
rest being either due to the cyclical down-
turn or excessive optimism in previous tax
forecasts. The fiscal loosening over the past
few years has mitigated the economic slow-
down. But those caveats aside, on the man-
agement of fiscal policy, the lunatics are in
charge now of the asylum.

Including “‘sunsetting’ provisions to cut
the 10-year cost of the tax measures is an in-
sult to the intelligence of US people. Anyone
who genuinely believes that in 2007 Congress
will automatically reverse these tax cuts
needs therapy. Much of Mr. Bush’s 2001 tax-
cutting package was also deemed temporary,
only for the measures to be made permanent
later.

Long-run US fiscal forecasts are still based
on unrealistic assumptions of spending re-
straint that have not been met, either by
this administration or by its predecessor.

And the latest wheeze in Republican cir-
cles is to dismiss forecasts of fiscal deficits
because they rely on ‘‘static’’ forecasting
techniques. ““Dynamic scoring’ which takes
account of the effect of tax cuts on economic
growth would transform the picture, they in-
sist. But the evidence is not so kind to these
assertions. The 1990s, when taxes were raised,
was one of the more dynamic in US history;
and fiscal deficits raise the cost of capital,
reducing growth.

Never mind these facts, more extreme Re-
publicans often say, big deficits are in our

interests. Proposing to slash federal spend-
ing, particularly on social programs, is a
tricky electoral proposition, but a fiscal cri-
sis offers the tantalizing prospect of forcing
such cuts through the back door.

For them, undermining the multilateral
international order is not enough, long-held
views on income distribution also require
radical revision. In response to this on-
slaught, there is not much the rational ma-
jority can do: reason cuts no ice; economic
theory is dismissed; and contrary evidence is
ignored. But watching the world’s economic
superpower slowly destroy perhaps the
world’s most enviable fiscal position is some-
thing to behold.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, |
draw the attention of my colleagues to
an article in the Wall Street Journal of
May 23, 2003 by J.D. McKinnon entitled
““Get Ready for Era of Budget Defi-
cits.” It says it better than | can.

Finally, as has been related in David
Hale’s column in today’s Financial
Times, what we have is those who were
telling the truth like Lawrence
Lindsey and Paul O’Neill. They have
gotten rid of them. For those who
avoid the truth or get tired of trying to
avoid it, like Mitch Daniels and Ari
Fleischer, they are on the way out.

As the Financial Times reported here
yesterday, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury is merely a salesman and the true
Secretary of the Treasury is Carl Rove.
Mr. Hale writes:

““Economic policy appears to be under the
control of the political advisers. The White
House will not be able to encourage a dollar
rally until Carl Rove holds a press con-
ference on the subject.”

I ask unanimous consent to have this
printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Financial Times, May 20, 2003]

WASHINGTON’S WEAK DOLLAR PoLICY
(By David Hale)

The circumstances now confronting the US
economy are unique in the modern era. The
Federal Reserve has warned about the risk of
deflation after a year in which the US dollar
has fallen by nearly 30 per cent against many
leading currencies. Despite the weakness of
the currency, US Treasury bond yields have
fallen to 45-year lows and are 37 basis points
under the yields of German government debt.

The dollar’s decline has been painless for
US financial markets because investors are
complacent about inflation. The failure of
bond yields to rise has also produced a policy
of benign neglect in Washington. Federal Re-
serve officials say the falling dollar is a Eu-
ropean problem, not a US one. John Snow,
the US Treasury secretary, effectively aban-
doned the previous administration’s strong
dollar policy over the weekend by issuing his
own definition of what constitutes a strong
currency. It does not include market prices.

The dollar began to weaken more than a
year ago but its decline has accelerated dur-
ing recent weeks for three reasons.

First, the markets are concerned that the
Bush administration’s fiscal policy could
boost the federal budget deficit to $400bn-
$500bn and create a domestic savings imbal-
ance that will expand the current account
deficit to $600bn.

Second, the markets are alarmed that the
US is embarking upon an imperialist foreign
policy that will have unknown consequences
for its fiscal position, foreign trade and rela-
tionship with other countries. In the heyday
of empire, the UK ran large current account
surpluses. There is no precedent for a coun-
try playing the role of global superpower
with a large external payments deficit. Dur-
ing the cold war, the US was able to finance
its defence spending in part through offset
programmes with other countries. The
Bundesbank, for example, stockpiled dollars
as a quid pro quo for US defence spending in
Germany. During the 1991 Gulf war the US
received large subsidies from Japan, Saudi
Arabia and other countries. With the US pur-
suing a more unilateralist foreign policy it
will have to absorb all of the costs without
help from traditional allies.

Last, the markets perceive a vacuum at
the centre of US economic policymaking. In
this administration power is highly
centralised at the White House. The only
highly visible cabinet ministers are at the
departments of state and defence. The Treas-
ury’s stature and influence declined during
the tenure of Paul O’Neill because of his
caustic comments about many issues and his
poor relationship with Congress. Mr. Snow
has worked hard to improve ties with Con-
gress but the markets see him as a salesman,
not an architect of policy. Larry Lindsey and
Glenn Hubbard, the people who created the
administration’s economic policy, have re-
signed.

The other institutions of economic policy
are also weak. The new director of the na-
tional economic policy council is focused on
internal administration rather than influ-
encing markets. Mitch Daniels, director of
the Office of Management and Budget, is
leaving to pursue a political career in Indi-
ana. The Council of Economic Adivsors is
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being evicted from the White House. Eco-
nomic policy appears to be under the control
of White House political advisers, not the
traditional institutions of government. In
fact, the White House will not be able to en-
courage a dollar rally until Karl Rove holds
a press conference on the subject.

As Mr. Snow’s recent comments have made
clear, Washington will do nothing to
stabilise the dollar until there is a big cor-
rection in bond prices that might jeopardise
the boom in the US housing market. But in
the absence of a threat to the US housing
market, the burden of adjustment will fall
elsewhere. Asia will resist dollar deprecia-
tion through large-scale market interven-
tion. China’s foreign exchange reserve will
expand from $280bn to $330bn this year. Ja-
pan’s foreign exchance reserves will mush-
room from $500bn to $600bn this year and
reach $1,000bn by 2008.

If Asia is able to stablise its exchange
rates, the US will have to reduce its current
account deficit through larger devaluations
against other currencies. This pressure for
devaluation will set in motion a process of
competitive monetary reflation with the
eurozone, Britain, Canada, South Africa and
other countries with variable exchange
rates. These countries will be compelled to
cut interest rates to prevent their currencies
from appreciating against the dollar.

The Bush administration is prepared to
pursue aggressive fiscal and monetary poli-
cies to ensure a healthy recovery in the run-
up to the 2004 presidential election. Its new
weak dollar policy is designed to put pres-
sure on other countries to reinforce this do-
mestic growth agenda. During the late 1980s
Japan created a bubble economy with rock-
eting prices for land and equities by pursuing
a monetary policy designed to stabilise the
dollar. The coming round of competitive
monetary reflation is also likely to force
central banks to pursue far more aggressive
interest rate cuts than they expect. If it
does, President George W. Bush will not win
re-election. There could be Bush bubbles in
many asset markets during late 2004 and
2005.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield the floor.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, |
rise today in strong support of extend-
ing the Temporary Extended Unem-
ployment Compensation (TEUC) pro-
gram. Congress created this program in
March of last year to provide federally
funded unemployment benefits for mil-
lions of Americans who have exhausted
their regular State-funded benefits
after falling victim to our weakening
economy. This vital program is nearing
expiration and now millions of Ameri-
cans need our help.

If Congress and the President do not
act before May 31, 2003, nearly 4 million
long-term unemployed workers will
lose benefits, including almost 14,000
West Virginians. These unemployed
workers and their families need and de-
serve an extension—every one of them.
Unless immediate action is taken,
American workers who have lost their
jobs through no fault of their own will
be left vulnerable to economic hard-
ship, and without a safety net. How
will these families pay their mortgages
and provide for their children? During
these difficult economic times, how
can we turn our backs on 4 million
Americans?

Earlier this month, the Department
of Labor announced that the Nation’s
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unemployment rate had risen to 6 per-
cent, representing 8.79 million Ameri-
cans out of work. This is the highest
national unemployment rate we have
witnessed in nearly a decade. When
President Bush released his growth and
stimulus package, he maintained that
creating jobs was his No. 1 priority.
Yet, despite rising unemployment—
500,000 more Americans in February
and March alone—and unprecedented
fiscal crises in our States, the Presi-
dent’s proposal fails to provide assist-
ance for unemployed workers, adequate
State fiscal relief, and neglects Ameri-
cans who need help the most.

West Virginia families will soon be
faced with some very difficult choices.
Choices between paying their mortgage
or defaulting; between having health
insurance or going without; between
sending their children to college or dip-
ping into their pensions to cover every-
day living expenses while ruining their
retirement. These are West Virginians
who want to work—who are trying to
work—but simply cannot find a job in
the current economy. | urge my col-
leagues to act swiftly so that American
families aren’t forced to make these
kinds of decisions so this dire situation
is not further exacerbated.

I feel strongly about this issue be-
cause of the very real impact inaction
could have on my constituents. Just
recently, | was contacted by Janice
Walters from Mercer County in my
home state of West Virginia. She called
my office searching for help. Ms. Wal-
ters truly epitomizes the American
worker that we must help.

In September of last year, Ms. Wal-
ters was laid off from a communica-
tions company. As a 49-year-old single
mother of two with many cost-of-living
expenses, she now has no income and
no health insurance coverage, forcing
her to face some of the stark choices |
discussed earlier. To support her fam-
ily, she began collecting unemploy-
ment insurance. In addition, she took a
part-time job and began taking classes
in computer sciences at a local college
to learn new skills that she could apply
to a new career. Unfortunately, she
will not exhaust her State benefits
until the week after the current TEUC
program expires, leaving her ineligible
for TEUC benefits. If the TEUC pro-
gram is permitted to expire, Ms. Wal-
ters, and millions like her, will be left
unemployed and unassisted.

Fortunately, such a tragedy is pre-
ventable. If we act on an extension
today, Ms. Walters will get an exten-
sion and she will receive benefits. This
is progress. It is good to pass an exten-
sion for 2.5 million workers, including
about 9,000 West Virginians. This is
good news for families in need.

One particular extension leaves out
and leaves behind the long-term unem-
ployed families. A simple extension,
which is all that the majority will con-
sider, excludes 1.1 million unemployed
workers, and 3,900 of those people live
in West Virginia. They face real hard-
ship, and they too deserve help.
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Throughout this debate, | have sup-
ported the efforts of Senator KENNEDY
and others to provide comprehensive
unemployment benefits to all 3.6 mil-
lion unemployed workers. If we can
enact a huge tax cut targeted to the
wealthiest Americans, shouldn’t we
also help every unemployed worker?

Providing unemployment benefits
helps the unemployed, and it also helps
our economy as a stimulus. History
tells us that unemployment benefits
are spent quickly, and every $1 of such
benefits generates $1.73 in economic ac-
tivity. This is a real and an immediate
stimulus for local economies. There is
no certainty about how changes in cor-
porate dividends will affect the econ-
omy. This administration should recog-
nize the urgent needs of all unem-
ployed workers.

I am pleased that we are taking ac-
tion to help many unemployed work-
ers, like Ms. Walters. | also believe we
should help the 1.1 million long-term
unemployed. This is the definition of
real economic stimulus and real com-
passion.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, today the
Senate passed up yet another oppor-
tunity to extend and expand unemploy-
ment benefits. Instead we passed a nec-
essary, but inadequate, 13-week exten-
sion of eligibility for extended benefits.
Unfortunately, this extension will not
help the 1.1 million long-term unem-
ployed workers in this country who
have already exhausted 26 weeks of un-
employment. Senator KENNEDY’s at-
tempt to give these hard-working folks
who have not been able to find a job for
over 6 months additional benefits has
been voted down once again by the
other side of the aisle.

The Congress has been talking for
weeks and months about the impor-
tance of stimulating the economy and
putting money into the hands of con-
sumers. It is clear, however, that the
Republicans are not interested in giv-
ing all consumers a little extra money
but only those who have high paying
jobs. What can be more stimulating to
the economy than putting money in
the hands of people who need it tomor-
row, instead of waiting months or
years for tax cuts to have an impact?
Why can’t the Congress give the same
benefits to unemployed workers today
that they have received in the past?
Benefits that these workers have paid
for by paying into the unemployment
insurance fund? Not only have today’s
workers earned these additional bene-
fits but they have paid for them as
well. The unemployment trust fund can
afford an extension of an additional 13
weeks of benefits for those who have
exhausted the 26 currently provided,
and Congress should do it again as we
have in the past.

I do not understand the priorities of
those who are willing to let working
families lose their benefits and go into
debt while handing out tax cuts to peo-
ple who do not need them. It is a shame
to turn our backs on the people who
helped fuel the strong economy in the
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1990s. We owe them more for making
this country successful and prosperous.
We owe them a strong secure safety net
when they lose their jobs through no
fault of their own. Thirteen additional
weeks of unemployment benefits is
only a small tribute to the strength
and perseverance of the American
worker, and | am disappointed that
this Congress has once again denied
them the respect they deserve.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, | rise
today in support of legislation to ex-
tend Federal emergency unemploy-
ment benefits to the millions of Ameri-
cans who have exhausted their regular
benefits.

I strongly believe that, given the
state of the economy, Congress has an
obligation to extend the Federal Tem-
porary Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation, TEUC, program before we
leave for the Memorial Day recess.
This is especially urgent when consid-
ering the U.S. Department of Labor has
estimated that by the end of 2003 more
than 2.1 million workers will have ex-
hausted their State unemployment
compensation benefits without finding
work. In my State of Maine, almost
11,000 unemployed Maine workers are
projected to exhaust their State and
Federal unemployment benefits in the
next 6 months and more than one-quar-
ter of these workers, 26 percent, will
have exhausted all benefits available
under the extension and still be unable
to find work.

The bill before us today is similar to
Senator MURKOWSKI’s legislation, S.
1079, of which | am a cosponsor, and is
an extension of the current Federal
TEUC program due to expire at the end
of May. H.R. 2185 will extend TEUC for
an additional 7 months, to December
31, 2003, and will provide benefits to an
estimated 2.1 million Americans.

But we must think of these many
millions of unemployed Americans as
more than just numbers. In Maine,
they live in towns like Millinocket, Old
Town, and Sanford, where large, estab-
lished employers have either closed
their doors or downsized, and in the
process forced longtime workers onto
the unemployment rolls. If the pro-
gram is not extended, according to the
Maine Department of Labor, 6,000
Maine workers will exhaust their State
unemployment benefits without ever
receiving any Federal benefits. Extend-
ing temporary Federal benefits is par-
ticularly important for hard-hit mill
towns like Millinocket, where every
store and every landlord has been af-
fected by the layoffs. The TEUC pro-
gram can get help to those individuals
and those communities that need it
most.

In closing, Mr. President, | believe
that it is critical for Congress to con-
tinue to provide the temporary support
to families who have been hurt by the
economic downturn, and give these
families access to the resources they
need to stay afloat until they can find
new, gainful employment. As such, I
am proud to be a cosponsor of the Sen-
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ate version of H.R. 2185, and urge my
colleagues to join me in support of this
effort.

———

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
AMENDMENTS OF 2003

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate now proceed to the consideration of
H.R. 2185 to extend the Temporary Ex-
tended Unemployment Compensation
Act of 2002; providing further that the
bill be read the third time and passed,
and the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table.

Mr. HOLLINGS. | object.

Let me get it straight. Do we have
the yeas and nays?

Mr. REID. We will take care of you.
Let’s get this done.

Mr. HOLLINGS. | withdraw my ob-
jection.

Mr. REID. If I might, | appreciate
very much the consideration of the
Senator from South Carolina because
we have not finished his amendment.
We failed to tell him that the Senator
from Alaska was going to offer this re-
quest.

This is, as | understand it, the House
passed unemployment insurance com-
pensation action; is that true?

Ms. MURKOWSKI. That is correct.

Mr. REID. We have no objection.

We are very grateful this is com-
pleted. As we indicated earlier, we are
sorry it is not an extended benefit but
we are better off than we were an hour
and a half or 2 hours ago. We extend
our appreciation to the majority.

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

The bill (H.R. 2185) was ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

————

INCREASING THE STATUTORY
LIMIT ON THE PUBLIC DEBT—
Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 836

Mr. HOLLINGS. | ask for the yeas
and nays on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. REID. | say to the Senator from
South Carolina, the Senator from lowa
will speak for a very brief period of
time and then he is going to, | under-
stand, move to table your amendment.

I wonder, is the Senator going to
yield back his time?

Mr. HOLLINGS. | am happy to yield
back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
time yielded back?

Mr. GRASSLEY. | will yield back my
time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Is all
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There is a sufficient second.

Mr. GRASSLEY. The Hollings
amendment would prevent the ‘‘dis-
investment’” of the Social Security

Trust Fund. What that means is if we
did not increase the debt limit, the So-
cial Security Trust Fund could not be
used to pay Social Security benefits.
We need to defeat this amendment and
pass a clean debt limit bill so Social
Security checks can go out on time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table amendment No. 836.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. REID. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) and the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. EDWARDS) are necessarily
absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 46, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 201 Leg.]

YEAS—52
Alexander Dole Miller
Allard Domenici Murkowski
Allen Ensign Nickles
Bennett Enzi Roberts
Bond Fitzgerald Santorum
Browpback Frist Sessions
Bunning Graham (SC) Shelby
Burns Grassley Smith
Campbell Gregg Snowe
Chafee Hagel Spect
Chambliss Hatch pecter
Cochran Hutchison Stevens
Coleman Inhofe Sununu
Collins Kyl Talent
Cornyn Lott Thomas
Craig Lugar Voinovich
Crapo McCain Warner
DeWine McConnell
NAYS—46

Akaka Dorgan Lieberman
Baucus Durbin Lincoln
Bayh Feingold Mikulski
Biden Feinstein Murray
Bingaman Graham (FL) Nelson (FL)
Boxer Harkin Nelson (NE)
Breaux Hollings Pryor
Byrd Inouye Reed
Cantwell Jeffords Reid
Carper Johnson

" Rockefeller
Clinton Kerry
Conrad Kohl Sarbanes
Corzine Landrieu Schumer
Daschle Lautenberg Stabenow
Dayton Leahy Wyden
Dodd Levin

NOT VOTING—2

Edwards Kennedy

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. REID. | move to reconsider the
vote, and | move to lay that motion on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI’S TWELVE-
THOUSANDTH VOTE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, may |
have the attention of the Senate. On
the last rollcall vote, No. 201, the one
we just completed, the distinguished
senior Senator from New Mexico, cur-
rent chairman of the Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee, and the
former long-serving chairman of the
Budget Committee, Senator PETE V.
DoMENIcCI, cast his twelve-thousandth
vote in this Chamber—12,000 votes.
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(Applause, Senators Rising.)

Senator DOMENICI now joins a very
historic and select club of Senators
who can claim this distinction. Sen-
ators now cast more votes in each Con-
gress than they did in the past. So
while historical records are not perfect,
our Senate Librarian says we are safe
to conclude that among all Senators
who have served since the beginning of
the Republic, Senator DOMENICI is in a
class of only ten.

Since the beginning of the Republic,
only Nine other U.S. Senators have
similarly cast more than 12,000 votes in
their careers in the Senate. Five of
them are serving today. The Club of
Nine now becomes the Club of Ten with
Senator DOMENICI’s last vote today.

The Club of Nine has been: Senator
Claiborne Pell; Senator William Roth;
Senator William Proxmire; the current
President pro tempore, Senator TED
STEVENS; Senator EDWARD KENNEDY;
Senator DANIEL INOUYE; Senator ER-
NEST HOLLINGS, Senator Strom Thur-
mond; and—with over 16,685 votes—the
all-time record, Senator ROBERT C.
BYRD.

Senator DoOMENICI, | know | speak for
all of your colleagues, all of your fel-
low Senators, when | say: Congratula-
tions on this achievement. But, more
importantly, thank you for your tre-
mendous service over the years to New
Mexico, to your country, and, most im-
portantly, to the U.S. Senate.

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

I thank you very much. | know peo-
ple are ready to catch airplanes, and
we are on a time schedule, and | should
say only a couple of words, if any. So |
will say that sometimes it seems as if
I am just starting. Sometimes late at
night, it seems as if | have been here
forever. | don’t know how my wife, who
is watching, is taking this. It may be
that she might be thinking it is going
to come to an end soon and perhaps we
will not be here any longer. | hope not.

But let me say to all of you: Thank
you for your kind words. But, most of
all, thanks to the Senate. It did not
take 12,000 votes to learn how to be a
Senator but it took some time. Once
you get there, you know you are. Once
you are a Senator, there is just nothing
like it. Once you know what the Senate
is, you know there is nothing like it. |
have been given enough time for both.

I believe I know how to be a Senator,
and | believe I know what the Senate
is. Both have been heralded and writ-
ten about. Whatever it is that has been
said is all true. It is a rather fantastic
place. You cannot serve with a greater
group of people. There is no conceiv-
able way that I, as an American, could
spend time with 100 men and women of
the caliber that we have here, whatever
that is in terms of their variety of
skills, measures, and attributes; and
that is for sure.

With that, and for that, | thank all of
you. In particular today, for doing this,
I thank our distinguished majority
leader.
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Thank you very much.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, in the in-
terest of time—I want to turn to the
Democratic leader for his comment—
but | have asked all of our colleagues
to withhold further comments on this
celebration, to submit them for the
RECORD or to give them after we com-
plete the voting today. We are trying
to keep the bill moving.

Again, | want the Democratic leader
to comment but then | do ask our col-
leagues to wait to speak on this cele-
bration. They will have an opportunity
to do so later.

Mr. REID. Will the majority leader
yield?

Mr. FRIST. Yes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that all Senators wish-
ing to make statements regarding Sen-
ator DoMENICI be allowed to do so, and
at such time as they are completed,
that they be put in a proper cover and
given to Senator DOMENICI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Democratic leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | add
my heartfelt congratulations, as well,
as we celebrate this special moment in
the distinguished career of our friend
and colleague, Senator DOMENICI.

It was Teddy Roosevelt who once
said: Life has no blessing like that of
the ability to work hard at work worth
doing. No one knows that better than
Senator DoMENICI. He has worked hard
at work worth doing now for all of
these years.

I remember | was a young staff per-
son in 1973, and he was a newly elected
Senator from New Mexico, formerly
the mayor of Albuquerque. Even back
then many of us recognized—because of
his intelligence, his good will, and the
way he was able to demonstrate his
ability to work across the aisle—that
we would have the good fortune to
work with him for a long, long time.

He has now cast more votes than
1,877 of our colleagues, including most
of us on the Senate floor.

As we mark this occasion—knowing
he has many more years to go, know-
ing he has many more thresholds to
break—we congratulate him, we wish
him good fortune, and we recognize
this extraordinary achievement today.

| yield the floor and, again, congratu-
late him heartily.

Is there

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you very
much.
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, we

have three Senators who are seeking
recognition to offer amendments. Sen-
ator DORGAN has an amendment that
will take 10 minutes; Senator HARKIN,
10 minutes; and Senator DURBIN, 5 min-
utes. They will all ask for a voice vote
on their amendments. Following that,
we will be ready to go to final passage.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, could | ask
unanimous consent those be the only
amendments in order.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ROBERTS). Is there objection?

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered.

The distinguished Senator
North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me
also congratulate my colleague from
New Mexico: A hearty congratulations
to you.

from

AMENDMENT NO. 837

Mr. President, | know airplanes are
waiting and jet engines are idling, and
there are some Members wishing to
leave this Chamber quickly.

Let me, in a matter of a couple min-
utes, say a word about the national
debt and then about the trade debt.

We worry a lot about the national
debt, as a result of budget policy in the
Congress. So we actually come to the
Congress, and we come to the floor of
the Senate, and we vote on putting a
limit on Federal debt. We have a debt
limit. However, there is another debt,
and there is no limit on that debt. | am
referring to the foreign debt—the debt
that results from trade deficits.

We have a Federal budget deficit this
year that is expected to be somewhere
around $317 billion. That is the current
estimate. But if last year’s figures are
any guide, our trade deficit this year
will be much higher than the federal
budget deficit, well over $435 billion.
And that trade deficit means an in-
crease on our foreign debt.

There is no limit on the foreign debt.
Whatever it is, it is. Wherever it goes,
it goes. That is just the way we, appar-
ently, have decided to live with it as
country, for as long as we can get away
with it.

Well, in my judgment, we ought to
have some basic limitation with re-
spect to trade debt, or at least some
mechanism that triggers actions if the
trade debt exceeds a certain level.

My amendment, which | have at the
desk, would say that when U.S. foreign
debt exceeds 25 percent of GDP, or the
trade deficit exceeds 5 percent of the
GDP, it triggers the following: USTR
will be required to, within 15 days of
such a breach, convene an emergency
meeting of the Trade Policy Review
Group, and within 45 days present to
Congress, from that group, a report de-
tailing the Trade Policy Review
Group’s trade deficit reduction plan.

My feeling is we ought to have some
basic limitation on what we are doing
with respect to international trade. |
do not suggest we put borders around
this country or we, in any way, inhibit
trade. But trade needs to be fair
trade—and it is not.

As shown on this chart, this is what
has been happening to our trade def-
icit. The ink is all red and it is esca-
lating at a very serious rate.

Let me use one example to show the
absurdity of what is happening in
international trade. It involves the
country of South Korea.

I just picked this but | could pick
China, Europe, Japan, Canada, Mexico.
| just happen to pick South Korea.
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In 2001, Korea shipped 618,000 vehicles
into our country—Hyundais, Daewoos,
etc.—all around our country. Do you
know how many cars we were able to
ship to South Korea? We shipped 2,800
American cars to South Korea.

Why is that the case? South Korea
does not want our cars sold in that
country. They put up every kind of
imaginative trade barrier you can
think of.

We just had an example in the first
part of this year with the Dodge Da-
kota pickup. Daimler-Chrysler started
to sell the Dodge Dakota pickup in
Korea. They were actually fairly suc-
cessful. They had 60 orders in February
and they had 60 orders in March. They
don’t make a pickup that is equivalent
to the Dodge Dakota in South Korea.
So at an annualized rate, that would
have been almost a 50-percent increase
in U.S. car imports alone in that coun-
try just with the Dodge Dakota pickup.

Guess what happened.

In March, an official from the Min-
istry of Construction and Transpor-
tation decided: Enough of those Dodge
Dakotas. He said people were going to
put optional cargo covers on them and
that might make them dangerous if
passengers rode in the back. He an-
nounced that cargo covers on pickups
and Dodge Dakotas are illegal. South
Korean newspapers had big headlines:
“Government Ministry Finds Dodge
Dakota Covers lllegal.”

Guess what happened. Immediately,
Korean customers cancelled their or-
ders for Dodge Dakotas. And all of a
sudden, we were not selling Dodge Da-
kota pickup trucks in Korea anymore.
So here we are, 618,000 cars headed to
the United States, and we only get to
sell 2,800 in Korea.

I could talk about China and wheat,
Europe and beef, Canada and durum. |
could talk about Mexico. | don’t have
the time today because several of you
want to leave. | respect that. But | do
want to at least offer this amendment.
I will accept a voice vote.

I will come back with this amend-
ment because this country ought to
have the spine to stand up for fairness
in trade. One of the reasons we are
hemorrhaging in red ink is that trade
circumstances with our major trading
partners are simply not fair to Amer-
ican producers and to American work-
ers. We need to change this.

We can attempt to ignore this for-
ever, but we do it at our peril. You can
make a case that budget deficits we
owe to ourselves, and we will repay
ourselves. You cannot make a similar
case with the trade deficit. We inevi-
tably will repay a trade deficit with a
lower standard of living in the United
States. This country should be about
the business of having fair trade, re-
quiring fair trade, and requiring en-
forcement of existing trade agree-
ments.

I have a lot more to say. | will say it
at some future time.

| ask that the amendment be called
up. It is at the desk.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-
GAN] proposes an amendment numbered 837.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To impose limits on United States
foreign debt)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . FOREIGN DEBT CEILING.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The United States has become the
world’s largest net debtor Nation, having run
up massive trade deficits in the 1990s.

(2) At the end of 2001, the net United States
foreign debt stood at over $2,300,000,000,000.

(3) The United States foreign debt position
worsened in 2002, when the United States had
a record trade deficit of over $436,000,000,000,
equivalent to 4.1 percent of the United
States GDP that year.

(4) The large and growing United States
foreign debt represents claims on United
States assets by foreign nationals, which
will eventually have to be repaid. If un-
checked, the foreign debt could seriously un-
dermine our children’s future standard of liv-
ing.

(5) Moreover, the growing accumulation of
foreign claims on United States assets, in-
cluding nearly $1,200,000,000,000 in United
States Treasury securities, makes the
United States economy vulnerable to the
whims of foreign investors.

(6) Congress presently places a ceiling on
United States public debt, but does not place
a ceiling on United States foreign debt.

(7) Just as Congress recognized the impor-
tance of placing a ceiling on the United
States public debt, it is appropriate that
Congress place a limit on the United States
foreign debt.

(b) ACTIONS TRIGGERED BY UNITED STATES
FOREIGN DEBT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the 15th
day of the second month after the date of en-
actment of this Act, and every 3 months
thereafter, the United States Trade Rep-
resentative shall determine if—

(A) the net United States foreign debt for
the preceding 12-month period is more than
25 percent of United States GDP for the same
period; or

(B) the United States trade deficit for the
preceding 12-month period is more than 5
percent of United States GDP for the same
period.

(2) AcTION BY USTR.—Whenever an affirma-
tive determination is made under paragraph
(1) (A) or (B), the United States Trade Rep-
resentative shall—

(A) within 15 days of the determination,
convene an emergency meeting of the Trade
Policy Review Group to develop a plan of ac-
tion to reduce the United States trade def-
icit; and

(B) within 45 days of the determination,
present to Congress a report detailing the
Trade Policy Review Group’s trade deficit re-
duction plan.

(c) MEASUREMENT OF FOREIGN DEBT.—

(1) STATISTICAL SOURCES.—For purposes of
the calculations described in subsection
(b)(1), the United States Trade Representa-
tive shall rely on the most recent period for
which the following data, published by the
Department of Commerce, is available:

(A) In the case of United States foreign
debt, the United States Trade Representa-
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tive shall use the net international invest-
ment position of the United States, with di-
rect investment positions determined at
market value, as compiled by the Bureau of
Economic Analysis.

(B) In the case of the United States trade
deficit, the United States Trade Representa-
tive shall use the goods and services trade
deficit data compiled by the United States
Census Bureau.

(C) In the case of the United States GDP,
the United States Trade Representative shall
use the nominal gross domestic product data
compiled by the Bureau of Economic Anal-
ysis.

(2) ADJUSTMENT.—The United States Trade
Representative may adjust the data de-
scribed in paragraph (1) to ensure that the
determination is made for comparable time
periods.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does any
Senator wish to speak to the amend-
ment? The distinguished Senator from
lowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, |
want to speak in opposition to the
amendment. | think the information
the Senator from North Dakota wants,
and wants in one document or one re-
port, is a very legitimate bit of infor-
mation, not just a small bit but a le-
gitimate amount of information that
he wants, and it is a reasonable re-
quest. | think a lot of it exists in the
Department of Commerce and maybe it
is just a case of bringing it all to-
gether. But that can’t be the issue
today. The issue today is, if we amend
this bill, it goes back to the House, and
then we are in a situation where we are
not able to operate Government. We
can’t wait until the month of June to
get a conference with the House on this
issue. The Secretary of Treasury has
made it very clear that he has taken
all prudent and legal steps available to
him to avoid reaching the statutory
debt limit.

| urge everybody to vote against the
amendment regardless of the merits.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, | will
take a voice vote and say, this amend-
ment will be visiting the floor of the
Senate again soon on another matter. |
appreciate the comments from the Sen-
ator from lowa. | believe this is an im-
portant issue. | hope my colleagues
will support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 837.

The amendment (No. 837) was re-
jected.

AMENDMENT NO. 838

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
other distinguished Senator from lowa
is recognized.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the debt
resolution that we have before us
raises the debt limit by $984 billion—a
record, the biggest ever in the history
of the United States. What does that
mean for the average American family?
It means we are adding the equivalent
of $3,500 to the credit card of every
man, woman, and child in America. For
a family of four, you just got $14,000
added to your family’s debt. These are
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new charges. That is just what we are
about to vote on here. This is the new
debt on top of the old debt. Now that is
the debt.

How about the interest charges?
Under the President’s budget, we will
see interest on the debt rise from an es-
timated $240 billion this year to $514
billion in 10 years under the assump-
tions of the budget pushed through by
the majority that closely followed the
President’s plan in many respects.
That is $1,800 a year for every person in
the country. That is just on the inter-
est, $7,200 a year for a family of four in
2013 and higher sums thereafter. The
ranking member of the Finance Com-
mittee, the Senator from Montana,
said it right: We are imposing, No. 1, a
debt tax on our children and grand-
children. But we are also imposing an
interest debt tax on our families.

We just went through this whole
thing about this tax bill that skews ev-
erything to the wealthy. We all know
that. Yet what about our families? |
am sure they will say: We got some
good things for families. We got a little
marriage penalty thing there; we have
a child credit, all that. But in 10 years,
the interest just on the debt we are
voting on today will be $7,200 a year for
a family of four, right out of their
taxes, $7,200 a year. Tell me about how
much we have helped our families with
this crazy tax bill we just passed this
morning?

And right now, | think the vote we
are about to take on this debt bill says
it all. Tax cuts for those at the top, a
few little things for working families,
but we are going to gouge the working
families of this country by making
them pay the interest on the national
debt—$7,200 a year for a family of four,
just on the interest.

More and more every year we (o
down the pike, more and more of the
taxes that our hard-working Americans
pay will go for what? To pay the inter-
est on the national debt. Will we get
any more education? No. Will we pay
our teachers better? No. Will we invest
more in medical research? No. Will we
have better prescription drugs for the
elderly? No. We won’t do all those
things because it is going to go to pay
the interest on the national debt. That
is what we are about to vote on right
here.

Just the other day | went over to the
Cannon House Office Building. They
had a big demonstration there of fuel
cells, renewable energy. That is what
we ought to be investing in. That is
what the Government should be invest-
ing in to make us energy independent.
Guess what. We won’t put the resources
into that important need like we
should. We will dribble a little bit here
and there, but we won’t do it right.
Why? Because we are paying interest
on the national debt. And why are we
raising the debt? Because we have this
big tax cut. Why do we have this big
tax cut? It does please the wealthy con-
tributors of the Republican Party.
That is a part of it.
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Now we are going to vote to increase
the national debt, put it on the backs
of every man, woman, and child in the
Nation.

Well, there is one other thing. Be-
cause of this exploding debt and the in-
terest on the debt that we will have to
pay, it is a threat to the solvency of
Social Security and Medicare. The
President’s tax plan is larger, if made
permanent, then the entire 75 year es-
timated shortfall in both Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. Later this year, the
President says he wants us to work a
prescription drug benefit for the elder-
ly for $400 billion. He is going to
squeeze everybody into HMOs type or-
ganizations. Why? Because we don’t
have enough money to pay for a good
plan because it is going to pay the in-
terest on the national debt so we can
cover outrageous giveaways to the very
wealthy.

I might talk about Medicare fairness.
We voted this week on an amendment
offered by my colleague from lowa to
take care of some Medicare fairness.
Eighty-six Senators voted for it. It was
not in the President’s plan. The Presi-
dent said, no, we can’t do that now. It
is squeezing everything out.

I want to talk about the specifics of
my amendment, to provide for a true
cost of tax bills requirement. The offi-
cial score or estimate of what the tax
bill is supposed to cost is $350 billion.
But, that is not what really occurred.
Don’t take my word for it, take the
word of the Speaker of the House. This
was in Congress Daily today:

Although the $350 billion tax cut bill mov-
ing toward President Bush’s desk is half of
the original request, House Speaker HASTERT
told Congress Daily Thursday that the final
package incorporates key features of the
House plan. “The 350 billion number takes us
through the next 2 years basically,”” HASTERT
said. “‘But also it could end up being a tril-
lion-dollar bill because this stuff is extend-
able. That is a fight we are going to have to
have, and it is not a bad fight to have.”

There you go. It is not $350 billion. It
is closer to $1 trillion. The editorial in
the Washington Post this morning said
the same thing.

According to the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities, if we keep these
tax breaks going, the total cost will be
a minimum of $815 billion. And now,
after all of that, what are we asked to
do? Go to the well and vote for the
largest increase in the national debt
ever held paying for this tax break for
the wealthy.

My amendment is very simple. | call
it the *““telling the true cost of the tax
bill”” requirement. The premise is that
Congress and the American people
should know the real cost of major tax
provisions—not the Enron Kkind of
budgeting we have had for this tax bill.

My amendment would require the
Joint Tax Committee to reveal the
true 10-year cost of provisions in the
tax bill that cost over $1 billion a year
when fully in effect. In other words, to
show the full cost, the Joint Tax Com-
mittee would provide true costs regard-
less of the variety of gimmicks we have
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seen used in the 2001 tax bill, as well as
the tax bill being passed this morning.

If a provision sunsets early, the cost
will be provided as if it is in place for
the full 10-year period. That is what
this amendment does. | have the
amendment here. | will send it to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from lowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 838.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | 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 as follows:
(Purpose: Requiring estimates of certain de-

creases in Federal revenues for periods
after the decrease is sunset)

The

At the appropriate place, insert:

SEC. _ . TELLING THE TRUTH ABOUT THE
LONG-TERM COST OF TAX CHANGES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—If the Joint Committee
on Taxation prepares an estimate of any ap-
plicable proposed change in Federal revenue
law, the committee shall include with such
estimate an estimate of the decrease in Fed-
eral revenues which—

(1) in the case of an applicable proposed
change described in subsection (b)(1), would
have occurred without regard to the reduc-
tion or termination described in such sub-
section during the portion of the period cov-
ered by the estimate after the reduction or
termination, and

(2) in the case of an applicable proposed
change described in subsection (b)(2), will
occur during the 10-fiscal year period begin-
ning with the fiscal year following the first
fiscal year in which the proposed change be-
comes fully effective.

(b) APPLICABLE PROPOSED CHANGE.—For
purposes of this section, the term ‘“‘applica-
ble proposed change’” means any of the fol-
lowing proposed changes in Federal revenue
law:

(1) SUNSET OR REDUCED CHANGES.—AnNy pro-
posed change which—

(A) when fully effective will have an esti-
mated decrease in Federal revenues of more
than $1,000,000,000 in each fiscal year, and

(B) provides for the termination of such
change, or a reduction in such revenue de-
crease, on or before the close of the period
covered by the estimate which the Joint
Committee on Taxation is otherwise pre-
paring for such proposed change.

(2) DELAY IN FULL EFFECT.—AnNy proposed
change which—

(A) becomes fully effective at any time
during the last 4 years of the period covered
by the estimate which the Joint Committee
on Taxation is otherwise preparing for such
proposed change, and

(B) when fully effective will have an esti-
mated decrease in Federal revenues of more
than $1,000,000,000 in each fiscal year.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, as
well intentioned as the amendment is
to bring information to the Congress
from the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation, to bring a greater degree of
transparency to where we are on cer-
tain tax legislation, | have to ask my
colleagues to vote against this amend-
ment because if it were adopted, it
would force the bill back to the House
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and we would not be able to fund Gov-
ernment. We would also have a situa-
tion of having to have a conference. |
urge my colleagues to vote against it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does any
other Senator wish to speak on the
amendment?

The Senator from lowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, look,
one more time. The reason we cannot
have amendments to this bill is be-
cause the House has gone home? We are
going to have the biggest increase in
the national debt this country has ever
seen and the House went home? That is
why we cannot amend it?

Please explain that to my constitu-
ents in lowa, or anywhere in the coun-
try, that somehow it makes sense that
we cannot amend it because the House
went home and we are going to have
the biggest increase in debt in this
country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 838) was re-
jected.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 839

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, | have
an amendment at the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report the amendment.
The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]
proposes an amendment numbered 839.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, | 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 as follows:

(Purpose: To require a CBO report on any
new debt created by a budget resolution
upon the reporting of that budget resolu-
tion)

At the end of the resolution, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . CBO REPORT ON DEBT IMPACT OF

BUDGET RESOLUTION.

Section 301 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 632) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

“(J) CBO DEBT IMPACT REPORT.—Each
budget resolution reported out by the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the House of Rep-
resentatives or the Senate shall be accom-
panied by a report from CBO containing
CBO’s best estimate of the following:

“(1) The amount of new debt subject to
limit, in aggregate and divided by the most
recent estimate of the United States popu-
lation, according to the Bureau of the Cen-
sus, that would be created if the budget reso-
lution is adhered to, assuming reserve funds
are spent and reconciliation instructions are
fully complied with.

““(2) The amount of new debt subject to
limit, if any, in aggregate and divided by the
most recent estimate of the United States
population, according to the Bureau of the
Census, that would have been created if the
budget resolution simply reflected the CBO
baseline without policy changes.

““(3) The difference between paragraphs (1)
and (2).

‘“(4) Of the amount determined in para-
graph (3)—
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“(A) the amount of new debt subject to
limit, in aggregate and divided by the most
recent estimate of the United States popu-
lation, according to the Bureau of the Cen-
sus, that is attributable to tax changes; and

‘“(B) the amount of new debt subject to
limit, in aggregate and divided by the most
recent estimate of the United States popu-
lation, according to the Bureau of the Cen-
sus, that is attributable to policy changes
other than tax changes.”.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, today,
the once proud Senate is no longer a
voice, it is an echo—an echo of a by-
gone era when giants in the Senate
strode the halls of this great institu-
tion. But not today. On amendment
after amendment after amendment, we
are told that the Senate is voiceless,
the Senate is powerless, the House has
left and there is nothing we can do. We
have turned into a unicameral legisla-
ture before your eyes.

Now a majority of the Senators pa-
rade in the halls of this great institu-
tion with signs that read ‘“me, too,”
signs that read ‘‘the House of Rep-
resentatives knows best,” signs that
read ‘‘the Senate no longer has time to
think or to act. We just do what the
House tells us to do.”

No matter how good the suggestion
or amendment on the floor of the Sen-
ate today, it has been summarily re-
jected by the majority. Efforts to pro-
tect Social Security, rejected; efforts
for accountability in budgeting, re-
jected; efforts for accountability of
this White House and future Presi-
dents, rejected. Why? Because the
House told us to take it or leave it.

Well, | have hope for the Senate and
the Members. | give you an amendment
now that you can embrace to show you
still believe in the Senate as it once
reigned on Capitol Hill, embrace be-
cause you understand that on its face
it is so logical, straightforward, so easy
that you can embrace this amendment
with the full knowledge that when you
vote on final passage and go home, at
least once today you stood up for the
dignity of this great institution; at
least once today, you thought for your-
self; at least once today, common sense
prevailed.

What does this amendment do? It
simply calls for accountability. Once
each year, the CBO will tell us what
our actions have done to add to the na-
tional debt. It will tell us whether tax
increases are going to create more debt
for our children. It will publish that
number and put it into terms so every
single American will know whether we
have increased the mortgage on Amer-
ica for our children and grandchildren
to carry. That is it. It is so simple,
straightforward.

My friend from lowa, the chairman of
the Senate Finance Committee, from
that commonsense bastion in the Mid-
west, that great State of lowa, | know
he believes in accountability, he be-
lieves in standing up for a report card
on Congress, and that he will stand
with me shoulder to shoulder, bipar-
tisan, proud to tell the American peo-
ple what we have done, proud to admit
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to the American people if we have
added to their debt. I know he will be
with me on this and he will break the
shackles of the House of Representa-
tives, and we will finally come together
in a bipartisan fashion for the future of
the Senate. | will applaud him for
standing in support of the amendment.

I am only going to ask for a voice
vote because | know it is going to be
unanimous.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does any
other Senator wish to speak to the
Senator’s embracing amendment?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, |
want to speak the common sense of
lowa to the Senator from the political
machine of Chicago and to express a
simple statement of fact: If, in fact, we
had adopted the minority’s budget, the
Democrat budget, earlier this year, we
would be facing the exact same in-
crease in the debt ceiling now and by
almost the same exact amount of
money throughout the rest of the year.
So it doesn’t matter whether you are
in the majority or we are, we would be
doing about the same thing right now.
So don’t try to fool the people of Amer-
ica. You cannot do it even if you are
from Chicago.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Any
other Senators wishing to be heard?
The Senator from Illinois is recog-
nized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, Chicago
can handle itself, whether we are play-
ing lowa in sports or in politics, but |
ask my friend from lowa, if you believe
the deficits don’t count, stand tall,
stand proud, and admit that to the
American people. Just go ahead and
tell them once a year whether you have
added to the national debt by the ac-
tions in Congress. It is that simple. It
is a report card on what we do. | am
sure the Senator from lowa is in favor
and doesn’t want to leave any taxpayer
behind.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 839) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further amendments to be of-
fered, the question is on the third read-
ing and passage of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 51)
was ordered to a third reading and was
read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished majority leader.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, once
again, | thank the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee for his hard work
yesterday and today. In addition, |
thank all Members for their patience
and cooperation throughout this legis-
lative period, a very productive few
weeks of session. We have had busy
days and long nights. It was worth the
effort.

The next vote will be the last vote
prior to the Memorial Day recess. The
Senate will reconvene on Monday, June
2. However, no rollcall votes will occur
that day. Members can expect the next
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rollcall vote on Tuesday at approxi-
mately 12 noon. That vote most likely
will be in relation to an amendment to
the energy bill.

I wish everyone a safe recess, and |
look forward to working with every-
body following this recess.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, | ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The joint resolution having been read
the third time, the question is, Shall it
pass? The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr REID. | announce that the Sen-
ator from North Carolina (Mr. ED-
WARDS), the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY), and the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KERRY) would vote
“nay’’.

The result was announced—yeas 53,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 202 Leg.]

YEAS—53
Alexander DeWine McConnell
Allard Dole Miller
Allen Domenici Murkowski
Bennett Enzi Nickles
Bond Fitzgerald Roberts
Breaux Frist Santorum
Brownback Graham (SC) Sessions
Bunning Grassley
Burns Gregg g:filtbhy
Campbell Hagel Snowe
Chafee Hatch Spect
Chambliss Hutchison pecter
Cochran Inhofe Stevens
Coleman Jeffords Sununu
Collins Kyl Talent
Cornyn Lott Thomas
Craig Lugar Voinovich
Crapo McCain Warner
NAYS—44

Akaka Dorgan Lieberman
Baucus Durbin Lincoln
Bayh Ensign Mikulski
Biden Feingold Murray
Bingaman Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Byrd Harkin ) Nelson (NE)

Pryor
Cantwell Hollings Re)éd (RI)
Carper Inouye Reid (NV)
Clinton Johnson
Conrad Kohl Rockefeller
Corzine Landrieu Sarbanes
Daschle Lautenberg Schumer
Dayton Leahy Stabenow
Dodd Levin Wyden

NOT VOTING—3
Edwards Kennedy Kerry
The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 51)

was passed.

Mr. FRIST. | move to reconsider that
vote and | move to lay that motion on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

————
UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-

TION

Mr. FRIST. I ask unanimous consent
when the Senate receives from the
House the companion to S. 1050, the
Defense authorization bill, the Senate
proceed to its consideration at a time
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determined by the majority leader,
after consultation with the Democratic
leader; provided further that all after
the enacting clause be stricken and the
text of S. 1050 as passed be inserted in
lieu thereof; and further, any other
amendments in order be: Warner, two
amendments regarding BRAC; Dorgan-
Lott, BRAC amendment, 30 minutes
equally divided, no second degrees;
Kennedy-Cornyn-Brownback-McCain,

immigration, 30 minutes, equally di-
vided; Reid-Inhofe, concurrent receipts;
that the amendments be subject to rel-
evant second degrees under the same
debate limitation except where noted.

I further ask consent that following
the disposition of the above mentioned
amendments, the bill be read the third
time and the Senate then proceed to a
vote on passage of the House measure,
as amended; finally, | ask that the Sen-
ate then insist on its amendment, re-
questing a conference with the House,
and the Chair be authorized to appoint
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANTORUM). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now proceed to a period of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

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

————

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, |
think the Senator from West Virginia
requested 20 minutes and | ask the
unanimous consent request be modified
to accommodate Senator BYRD’s re-
quest.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | will ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from New Hampshire have 5 minutes,
followed by Senator BYRD for 20 min-
utes, followed by Senators BOND and
TALENT for 10 minutes, and prior to the
Senator from New Hampshire, 30 sec-
onds to Senator SPECTER.

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

———

PROTECTING SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFICIARIES FROM COLA CUTS

Mr. SPECTER. | ask unanimous con-
sent that the Daschle amendment num-
bered 834 be modified to be placed in
the form of a Senate resolution; that
the resolution, be adopted the pre-
amble be adopted, with a motion to re-
consider being laid upon the table.

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this
resolution provides that Social Secu-
rity cost-of-living adjustments shall be
maintained.

I thank the Chair. | thank my col-
leagues. | thank the Democratic leader.
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The resolution (S. Res. 155) was
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. REs. 155

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that:

(1) Social Security provides a relatively
modest insurance benefit for seniors—many
of whom rely on Social Security for part or
all of their monthly income. Without Social
Security, forty-eight percent of beneficiaries
would be in poverty today.

(2) In order to protect benefit levels
against inflation, Social Security bene-
ficiaries receive an annual cost-of-living ad-
justment (COLA) based on Consumer Price
Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical
Workers (CPI-W).

(3) The January 2003 COLA provided only a
1.4 percent increase in Social Security bene-
fits, increasing the average monthly benefit
for all retired workers by only $13 (from $882
to 895).

(4) Annual growth in Medicare premiums
and out-of-pocket health care costs for re-
tired individuals on fixed incomes far exceed-
ed the small COLA increases provided to So-
cial Security beneficiaries.

(5) Reducing COLAs will disproportion-
ately harm low-income Social Security bene-
ficiaries and push millions of seniors into
poverty.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that Social Security cost-of-
living adjustments should not be reduced.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

———

MEDICARE VISION REHABILITA-
TION SERVICES ACT OF 2003

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, today |
rise to ask my colleagues to join me in
supporting the Medicare Vision Reha-
bilitation Services Act of 2003. This is
legislation | introduced in the Senate
this past week to deal with vision im-
pairment, one of the most common dis-
abilities affecting seniors today.

Millions of Americans currently have
impaired vision. The number of people
in the United States with vision im-
pairments continues to increase. The
vision impairment is a loss of vision
that is not correctable by standard
glasses, contact lenses, medicine or
surgery. One of the leading causes of
vision impairment and blindness in the
United States is age-related disease
and that is why it is important we
begin to deal with this serious illness
under our Medicare system.

Vision rehabilitation assists individ-
uals with this serious vision loss so
they can safely navigate in their own
homes and within their local environ-
ments. Vision rehabilitation services
help people avoid medication errors,
help them cook and use kitchen uten-
sils safely, and help avoid burns and
falls; in short, help them to be more
independent in their own community
and enable them to enjoy a better qual-
ity of life.

Importantly, vision rehabilitation
services promote safety and that all-
important independence for our elder-
ly. This legislation would ensure that
Medicare coverage for vision rehab
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services would be made available to all
of our elderly citizens in the United
States.

It would make the coverage available
nationwide. It would establish strict
qualifications in the Medicare Program
for specially trained vision rehabilita-
tion professionals who operate under
physician supervision and allow them
to provide the highest possible quality
services in the home when deemed
medically necessary.

One in five older Americans, over 7
million people, report some degree of
serious vision impairment. More than
700,000 older Americans are legally
blind. According to the CDC, falls
among older people cost the Govern-
ment more than $20 billion a year, and
vision problems were specifically cited
as one of the leading causes of these
falls. If only one in five of the hip frac-
tures due to vision impairment were
prevented, each year the annual cost
savings would be hundreds of millions
of dollars.

Nearly anyone suffering from vision
loss can benefit from vision rehabilita-
tion services that can help patients
make the most of whatever vision they
do have remaining.

Specifically, this bill takes a number
of important actions. It establishes na-
tional coverage under Medicare for the
provision of rehabilitation services. It
defines rehabilitation services as serv-
ices provided to a person with a vision
impairment under a plan of care devel-
oped by a physician, allowing these
services to be furnished both in-office
and in a patient’s home. It defines a vi-
sion rehabilitation professional as well
as setting out the educational criteria
these providers must have.

This legislation ensures payment
under the existing physician fee sched-
ule. That is important. There was an
awful lot of work put into developing
this legislation, so we did not have to
create a new or separate physician fee
schedule. The legislation also requires
the patient care plan be developed by a
physician in order to receive reim-
bursement under Medicare. That plan
has to attest that vision rehabilitation
services are medically necessary, and
is a plan that periodically is reviewed
by a physician.

It is a strong, focused program that
provides coverage for these very impor-
tant services under Medicare. In over a
5-year period, the independently esti-
mated cost is less than $10 million—
less than $10 million, to begin to ad-
dress one of the leading causes of acci-
dents that disable our elderly citizens
in their homes. It is less than $10 mil-
lion over a 5-year period to increase
independence, to increase quality of
life, and to provide a better quality of
care in a home setting.

| think this is an important piece of
legislation that can make an enormous
difference for millions of older Ameri-
cans under Medicare.

I do thank the cosponsors who have
already agreed to support this legisla-
tion—Senator STEVENS, Senator
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McCAIN, Senator COLLINS, Senator
BUNNING, Senator SPECTER, Senator
BURNS, Senator ALLEN, Senator KERRY,
Senator LINCOLN, Senator MILLER, Sen-
ator ROCKEFELLER, Senator CANTWELL,
Senator KENNEDY, and Senator
LANDRIEU.

It is a strong, bipartisan coalition
that will work throughout this year to
see that this legislation is signed into
law, making a difference by adding vi-
sion rehabilitation services to Medi-
care and making that difference in the
lives of millions of elderly Americans.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

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

—————
MEMORIAL DAY

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this com-
ing Monday is the last Monday in May.
Since the adoption of the National Hol-
iday Act, Public Law 90-363, the last
Monday in May has been celebrated as
Memorial Day. The origins of Memo-
rial Day extend far earlier than 1971,
stretching back to the Civil War, when
the practice of decorating the graves of
fallen soldiers became widely practiced
in the United States. And in the earlier
years, the people, particularly the peo-
ple of the southern states, celebrated
this as Decoration Day.

Honoring the fallen in battle is an
ancient custom, extending at least to
the ancient Greeks. Thucydides pro-
vides us with one example. It was the
custom in Athens to conduct an elabo-
rate funeral for all those killed in bat-
tle. A sacrifice would be made, the fall-
en laid to rest with ceremony, and then
a funeral oration would be given. After
the first battles of the Peloponnesian
War, the brilliant politician and gen-
eral, Pericles, was the orator. He used
his speech to honor the dead but also
to pay homage to the state for which
they had fought. His love and admira-
tion for Athens reflects the feelings of
patriotism, pride, and love for the
United States that have swelled in our
breasts since the terrible events of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, and since the brave
performance put on by U.S. forces in
Iraq this spring.

Pericles said, in part:

. . . fix your eyes upon the greatness of Ath-
ens, until you become filled with the love of
her; and when you are impressed by the spec-
tacle of her glory, reflect that this empire
has been acquired by men who knew their
duty and had the courage to do it, who in the
hour of conflict had the fear of dishonor al-
ways present in them, and who, if ever they
failed in an enterprise, would not allow their
virtues to be lost to their country, but freely
gave their lives as the fairest offering which
they could present at her feast. The sacrifice
which they collectively made was individ-
ually repaid to them; for they received again
each one for himself praise which grows not
old, and the noblest of all tombs, | speak not
of that in which their remains are laid, but
that in which their glory survives, and is
proclaimed always and on every fitting occa-
sion both in word and in deed. For the whole
earth is the tomb of famous men; not only
are they commemorated by columns and in-
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scriptions in their own country, but in for-
eign lands there dwells also an unwritten
memorial of them, graven not on stones but
in the hearts of men.

So in the hearts of every family re-
united, every child now free to attend
school, everyone of every faith now al-
lowed to worship freely, dwell the un-
written memorials to American fight-
ing men and women. In France, in
Flanders field, in Belgium, in Austria,
Sweden, all across Europe, in the Phil-
ippines and across Southeast Asia, still
beat hearts that remember the faces of
American G.l.s who liberated them.

At home, as well, the fallen live on.
In the hearts of their families, in the
caring hands that place poppies on
graves in military cemeteries, in the
flags snapping proudly in the breeze at
doorsteps around the Nation, the Na-
tion’s fallen heroes are remembered.
Without them, our Nation and our his-
tory would be forever altered. Without
the heroes of Bunker Hill and Lex-
ington and Yorktown, we might still be
a British colony. Without the heroes of
Gettysburg and Appomattox, we might
not be a United States but two sepa-
rate nations. Without the heroes of the
Ardennes and Ypres, of Normandy and
Tarawa, the globe would be redrawn in
very different shapes. Without the he-
roes at the Yalu River and at Da Nang,
the Iron Curtain might have encircled
the globe.

To each generation of heroes, we
offer our silent thanks. And to the Cre-
ator, we must offer our prayers that
the succeeding generations will be
equally brave and equally patriotic, as
ready to meet the rigors and challenges
to come as are our soldiers, sailors, air-
men and Marines today. We must hope
that we bequeath to our future genera-
tions a nation worthy of such sacrifice,
a nation, as Pericles proclaimed of
Athens ““. . . for whose sake these men
nobly fought and died; they could not
bear the thought that she might be
taken from them; and every one of us
who survive should gladly toil on her
behalf.”

The United States’ guiding philos-
ophy, our signal principles of freedom,
liberty, opportunity, of government by
the people—these are the enduring
monuments of America’s greatness.
They are our greatest treasure, to be
guarded most jealously and defended
most zealously. For them have the fall-
en filled our military cemeteries. Even
as we continue the so-called ‘“‘war on
terror,”” we must guard against under-
mining our principles for the sake of
some gossamer illusion of security.

Our government must operate open-
ly, before the view of the people. The
people’s branch—here it is. The peo-
ple’s branch, the Congress, must defend
its prerogatives lest the Executive as-
sume the powers of a tyrant. We must
deal freely and fairly and honestly on
the world stage, using our strength for
the common good and maintaining the
friendship built upon freely spilled
blood and shared sacrifice. And we
must treat our people as citizens, not
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potential terrorists, to be profiled and
bugged and tapped and taped and held
indefinitely without the full protec-
tions of the law. All the law enforce-
ment techniques and technologies in
the world will not eliminate all risk. If
we are to honor the greatness of our
Nation and the sacrifice of all those
who have laid down their lives in her
defense, we must be careful not to
frighten ourselves into some kind of
quasi police state.

This Memorial Day, we honor the
fallen from our wars by marking their
graves with flowers and flags. In life,
they were just like us. They came from
all walks of life, from every State and
territory, from farms and city streets.
They were young, and funny, and
brave. They were our children, our
brothers and sisters, our fathers and
mothers. They were members of many
families and members of the American
family. In death, they are a silent re-
minder of the high price some must
pay so that the rest of us might enjoy
the benefits of living in this great Na-
tion. Put a flag or a flower down this
weekend, but for the rest of the year,
guard dearly the principles of the Na-
tion they fought and died for. The
greatest and most lasting memorial to
our Nation’s dead is to cherish and pass
what is best about our Nation.

I close with the words of Van Dyer in
his poem “‘America For Me.”’

As schoolchildren, we all memorized
this poem and others like it:

'Tis fine to see the Old World, and travel up
and down

Among the famous palaces and cities of re-
nown,

To admire the crumbly castles and the stat-
ues of the kings,—

But now | think I've had enough of anti-
quated things.

So it’s home again, and home again, America
for me!

My heart is turning home again, and there 1
long to be

In the land of youth and freedom beyond the
ocean bars,

Where the air is full of sunlight and the flag
is full of stars.

Oh, London is a man’s town, there’s power in
the air;

And Paris is a woman’s town, with flowers in
her hair;

And it’s sweet to dream in Venice, and it’s
great to study Rome,

But when it comes to living, there is no
place like home.

I like the German fir-woods, in green battal-
ions drilled;

I like the gardens of Versailles with flashing
fountains filled;

But, oh, to take your hand, my dear, and
ramble for a day

In the friendly western woodland where Na-
ture has her way!

I know that Europe’s wonderful, yet some-
thing seems to lack!

The Past is too much with her, and the peo-
ple looking back.

But the glory of the Present is to make the
Future free,—

We love our land for what she is and what
she is to be.

Oh, it’s home again, home again, America for
me!

I want a ship that’s westward bound to
plough the rolling sea,
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To the blessed Land of Room Enough beyond
the ocean bars,
Where the air is full of sunlight and the flag
is full of stars.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SUNUNU). The Senator from Missouri.

————

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. RES. 154

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to the immediate consideration of S.
Res. 154 regarding the European Union
action against  agricultural bio-
technology, a resolution submitted ear-
lier today by me and Senators TALENT,
LINCOLN, LUGAR, and BAucus. | further
ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be agreed to, the preamble be
agreed to, and the motion to reconsider
be laid upon the table, and that any
statements relating to this matter be
printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, | object to the re-
quest made by my good friend from
Missouri, that land from which Old
Crumb, that great hunting dog, came. |
believe it is Warrensburg, MO, where
that statue stands today, the statute of
Old Crumb, that great hunting dog.

But | must on this occasion object. |
do it at the behest of another Senator.
| assure the distinguished Senator that
I bear no ill will toward him, certainly.
But, on this occasion, | have promised
that | would object, and | do object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | under-
stand how this place works. We knew
there was to be an objection. But we
have submitted a resolution which will
be referred to committee because it is
a matter of great importance. While
apparently 99 Senators did not have an
objection, we will have an opportunity
when this matter is reported out of the
appropriate committee to deal with
what | think is a very serious issue.

This resolution before us today ex-
presses strong support for President
Bush’s decision to stand up for our
trade rights before the World Trade Or-
ganization. The action taken by our
President is right on principle, right on
law, right on science, and it is morally
right.

Two years ago, the European Envi-
ronment Commissioner, Margot
Wallstrom, told a news conference the
following:

We have already waited too long to act.
The moratorium is illegal and not justified.
The value of biotechnology is poorly appre-
ciated in Europe and there’s a risk the bio-
technology industry will not develop.

In short, we could not have said it
better. We appreciate the Commis-
sioner’s courage to be so candid.

Since reason has not prevailed in Eu-
rope, it is time for our overtaxed pa-
tience to give way to the need to exer-
cise our rights before the World Trade
Organization. If the Europeans had

Is there
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been satisfied to exist as a ‘“‘plant tech-
nology free zone’ without aggressively
attempting to influence other nations,
this action would not have become as
imperative as it is.

Mr. President, this European ban on
plant biotechnology is a lesson about
the serious harm that can come in the
form of unintended consequences. Too-
clever politicians in Europe, coupled
with the hysterical anticommercial ac-
tivists, decided they could whip their
public into a frenzy and shield the Eu-
ropean Union producers from U.S. com-
petition by suggesting that the new
technology is not safe.

Even perhaps more venal—if that is
possible—certain leftwing organiza-
tions decided they could raise fears and
cause unfounded scares in the public
and raise money through solicitations
to fund their own salaries by spreading
lies about the food that we in the
United States eat every day.

But now that the European Union
politicians are listening to their sci-
entists and realize that the technology
is safe, they say they cannot accept it
because their public is against it. In
other words, they now claim to be hos-
tage to the misinformation they cre-
ated and, indeed, fostered.

Consequently, we now have a major
trade infraction. Our farmers have lost
$300 million a year in corn exports. The
European public doubts the credibility
of their science community. European
investment in new plant science is in
sharp decline. Their farmers do not
have access to new technology. Most
importantly, world-renowned scientists
are leaving the European Union.

They are coming to Missouri, where
our leading scientists, such as Dr.
Roger Beachy and Dr. Peter Raven, are
hiring them and providing them a ref-
uge where they can practice their
science free from the Luddite hysteria
or ‘‘Eurosclerosis’ from which they
came.

But most tragically—most trag-
ically—the countries in the developing
world have been frightened into refus-
ing to feed their starving people the
food we have sent them—which is food
we eat—because they fear the
hysterical European rejection is more
serious than death by starvation. We
have sent food, humanitarian efforts,
to aid and keep these people alive. Un-
fortunately, their leaders have been
frightened by Europeans who say they
will never import from them again.

Regrettably, | would say that Eu-
rope’s fastest-growing exports are
hysteria and underappreciated plant
scientists. We would like Europe to
join us in our efforts to help feed the
hungry in the world, not scare the
world into needless, wanton starvation.

| do not believe this is where the Eu-
ropeans wanted to be when they start-
ed this nonsense but this is where it
has predictably taken them.

This technology was developed, stud-
ied, tested, reviewed, approved, planted
on several hundred million acres over 7
years, rereviewed and reapproved,
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using a strict and science-based sys-
tem. We are basing our review on
science and on experience—lots of ex-
perience.

All of us in America today are eating
the food that has been improved by ge-
netic modification. We recognize that
no technology will ever be 100-percent
safe. We must regulate this and other
technologies aggressively and thor-
oughly and scientifically. But this has
been the most scrutinized new food
technology of our age—or any age—and
it has been planted on several hundred
million acres around the world for
many years. The naysayers still have
not identified a single stomachache
coming from biotechnology, despite
their desperate search.

Our findings are not unique in the
world. The case we have taken against
the EU is joined by the Governments of
Argentina, Canada, Egypt, Australia,
Chile, Colombia, EI Salvador, Hon-
duras, Mexico, New Zealand, Peru, and
Uruguay.

The U.S. National Academy of
Sciences completed a report that “‘em-
phasized it was not aware of any evi-
dence suggesting foods on the market
today are unsafe to eat as a result of
genetic modification.”

I can list those which agree with us:
the  World Health Organization,

France’s Academy of Sciences, the
American Medical Association, the
French Academy of Medicine, the

Royal Society of London, the Brazilian
Academy of Sciences, the Chinese
Academy of Sciences, the Indian Na-
tional Science Academy, the Mexican
Academy of Sciences, and many others.

Twenty Nobel laureates, including
Dr. Norman Borlaug, known as ‘‘the fa-
ther of the Green revolution,” with
whom | spoke earlier this week on this
subject, has come out in strong sup-
port. All of the major U.S. scientific
societies are behind this technology.
Dr. Patrick Moore, founding member of
Greenpeace and a trained biologist,
said directly:

I believe we are entering an era now where
pagan beliefs and junk science are influ-
encing public policy. GM foods and forestry
are both good examples where policy is being
influenced by arguments that have no basis
in factor logic.

The scientific consensus on this mat-
ter is overwhelming. In this country,
farmers, scientists, regulators, courts,
shareholders, elected officials, editorial
boards, and consumers have all ratified
the product and process and future of
biotechnology in their own ways. For
all practical purposes, it is a settled
issue, and remains so.

In my office last week | had a South
African cotton farmer who said that
new technology in a seed has changed
his life. He now has a harvest. He pro-
duces profitably. He has a savings ac-
count. And now all his neighbors are
using that technology.

U.S. agriculture continues to be on
the forefront of the application of mod-
ern science. In 1940, it took one farmer
to feed 19 people. Now one farmer feeds
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129 people. But tragically, 800 million
children in the world remain hungry.
New applications of biotechnology in
the U.S. have increased crop yields by
4 billion pounds, saved growers $1.2 bil-
lion, and reduced pesticide use by 46
million pounds in the year 2001 alone.

If wealthy citizens in Europe want to
shop at trendy expensive food bou-
tiques, that is their right, but their
government should not be preventing
the public from choosing their diet,
and it most certainly should not be dis-
couraging the developing world from
trying to eat well to grow and live a
better life.

I am very proud of the work Presi-
dent Bush and Ambassador Zoellick,
Administrator Natsios, Under Sec-
retary Larson, Ambassador Hall, and
many others have done to preserve the
viability of this new technology. The
EU has made agreements with us to
abide by rules they are now flagrantly
ignoring. These promises should be
kept.

| appreciate the cosponsors of this
resolution, the support of farm groups,
including the National Corn Growers,
Missouri Farm Bureau, and Missouri
Soybean Association.

The best arguments on behalf of this
are contained in Wednesday’s article in
the Wall Street Journal by U.S. trade
ambassador, Robert Zoellick. | ask
unanimous consent that it be printed
in the RECORD.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 21, 2003]
UNITED STATES V. EUROPEAN UNION
(By Robert B. Zoellick)

The U.S.—joined by Argentina, Canada and
Egypt, and supported by nine other coun-
tries—last week asked the European Union
to lift its moratorium on approving agricul-
tural biotech products, in accordance with
the rules of the World Trade Organization.

The world stands on the threshold of an ag-
ricultural revolution. The science of bio-
technology can make crops more resistant to
disease, pests and drought. By boosting
yields, biotechnology can increase farmers
productivity and lower the cost of food for
consumers. It can help the environment by
reducing pesticide use and preventing soil
erosion. And new crops offer the promise of
something greater still: foods fortified with
nutrients that could help stem disease—in-
cluding saving the eyesight of over 500,000
children who go blind each year because they
lack Vitamin A. Where food is scarce, or cli-
mates harsh, increased agricultural produc-
tivity could spell the difference between life
and death, between health and disease for
millions. Biotech rice, for example, is twice
as resistant to drought and saltwater, while
withstanding temperatures about 10 degrees
lower than other varieties.

For almost five years, the EU has violated
its own rules and procedures—and dis-
regarded the advice of its scientific commit-
tees and commissioners—by arresting action
on applications for biotech food products.
This moratorium violates the EU’s basic
WTO obligations to maintain a food approval
process that is based on ‘“‘sufficient scientific
evidence” and that acts without ‘“‘undue
delay.”

Some Europeans have asked why the U.S.
and its 12 partners would not wait longer.
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Yet the European commissioners working to
lift the moratorium are the hostages of their
member states. As Environment Commis-
sioner Margot Wallstrom concluded last Oc-
tober: “‘l have stopped guessing when the
moratorium would be lifted—[S]Jome member
states are opposed—and will have to move
the goal posts.”” We stopped guessing, too.

As we have waited patiently for European
leaders to step forward and to deploy reason
and science, the EU moratorium has sent a
devastating signal to developing countries
that stand to benefit most from innovative
agricultural technologies. This dangerous ef-
fect of the EU’s moratorium became evident
last fall, when some famine-stricken African
countries refused U.S. food aid because of
fabricated fears—stoked by irresponsible
rhetoric—about food safety.

As a major importer of food, Europe’s deci-
sions ripple far beyond its borders. Uganda
refused to plant a disease-resistant type of
banana because of fears it would jeopardize
exports to Europe. Namibia will not buy
South Africa’s biotech corn for cattle feed to
avoid hurting its beef exports to Europe.
India, China and other countries in South
America and Africa have expressed the same
trepidation. “Thirty-four percent of the chil-
dren [in Africa] are malnourished,” says Dr.
Diran Makinde of the University of Venda in
South Africa. Yet Africans are told of
biotech crops: ““Don’t touch them.”’

For five years, the world has waited pa-
tiently, assured by European officials that a
change in policy is “just around the corner.”
But around every corner we have found a
new roadblock. First, we were asked to wait
until new biotech approval regulations were
drafted. Then it was to wait for a labeling
scheme, then for rules on legal liability, and
then for new regulations on where biotech
crops can and cannot be planted.

While Europe has added barrier after bar-
rier to fight fictions, biotechnology has dem-
onstrated benefit after benefit based on
facts. ““No till”’ biotech farming has reduced
soil erosion by one billion tons a year. Over
the past eight years, biotech cotton and corn
have reduced pesticide use by 46 million
pounds of active ingredients. The Chinese
Academy of Science estimates biotech could
reduce China’s pesticide use by 80%.

Overwhelming scientific research shows
that biotech foods are safe and healthy—a
conclusion that the EU’s own Directorate-
General for Research reached two years ago.
The National Academies of Science and Med-
icine in France concur. So do the scientific
Academies of Brazil, China, India, Mexico,
the U.K. and the U.S. Dr. C.S. Prakash of
Tuskegee University presented me with a
statement signed by more than 3,200 sci-
entists world-wide, including 20 Nobel laure-
ates, supporting agricultural biotechnology.

Some claim that we are ‘“‘forcing’ biotech
foods on European consumers. Yet all we ask
is for consumers to have the right to make
their own decisions, a right they are now de-
nied because the EU is blocking access to
foods that EU regulators and scientific asso-
ciations acknowledge are safe. The legal case
for biotechnology is clear, the science over-
whelming, and the humanitarian call to ac-
tion compelling. We hope this debate will
lead the EU to finally lift its moratorium
without imposing new barriers.

Mr. BOND. 1 join with many of my
colleagues in commending the Presi-
dent and his team as they go to Europe
aggressively to press their case before
the G-8 meeting in France next week.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that Senator
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BUNNING be added as a cosponsor of this
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. President, | spoke
on this last night, and my friend and
colleague from Missouri has covered
the ground well, but | wish to say a
couple things that | think are impor-
tant to emphasize.

The first is, it is becoming increas-
ingly obvious to everyone around the
world that there is no reason, other
than market protection, not to permit
a biotech product into Europe. It is not
bad for the environment. It is good for
the environment.

In 2001 alone, biotechnology reduced
the application of pesticides by 46 mil-
lion pounds in addition to reducing soil
erosion and creating an environment
more hospitable to wildlife.

It would be good for the environment
of Europe and the world to allow a
biotech product there. It would be good
for them, frankly, to start using it in
raising their own product.

It is also increasingly obvious that
there is no safety hazard. Practically
everybody in America has eaten
biotech corn or product made from
biotech soybeans. There has not been a
single case or suspicion of anybody
being hurt by it. And, of course, there
would not be because producers have
been adjusting plant genetics for dec-
ades and decades and decades. This is
just a new way of doing a very old and
a time-honored thing that is very im-
portant to the production of the agri-
culture and to the advancement of
human welfare.

I congratulate the administration on
filing this WTO action. It is, if any-
thing, overdue. | congratulate my
friend and colleague for his comments.
I hope the Senate can get behind the
resolution just as quickly as possible
and support the administration in this
effort.

I know the support for biotech is bi-
partisan in this Chamber. | believe
very strongly that it is overwhelming.
I know we have tried to do this quickly
this week, and maybe too quickly.
Maybe we will not get it done today
but I hope we can get it done soon and
the Senate can go on record.

I close by saying, it is not just a
question anymore of fairness and fair
trade and the truth prevailing—as im-
portant as all those issues are. It is a
question of hunger in the world. To me,
the turning point was when the Euro-
pean Union countries not only refused
to take the biotech product them-
selves, which | don’t even think is de-
fensible, but then they began trying to
convince African countries that are in
danger of famine to turn down ship-
ments of safe, nutritious U.S. humani-
tarian biotech food aid.

This is now a question of trying to
get food to people who are starving.
That is too much, even for the Euro-
pean Union. | think it is time we said
it. That is the point of this WTO ac-

Is there
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tion. That is the point of our resolu-
tion. That is the reason my colleague
from Missouri has spoken on this im-
portant issue late at the end of this
week. That is the reason | wanted to
come down to the floor and join him in
his comments.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, before |
begin, | should note my good friend,
the senior Senator from Missouri, is on
the floor. He had to put a unanimous
consent request earlier, knowing that
under the procedures we follow, it
would be objected to by the senior Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

I will tell my friend from Missouri
that in my 29 years here, | have never
heard an objection so eloquently stated
as was stated by the senior Senator
from West Virginia. | think of the
number of times we all make these re-
quests, and most of the time unani-
mous consent requests are granted, as
the Senator knows. For example, he re-
cently made one allowing the junior
Senator to speak and for me to follow.
| can’t help but think it would be nice
if sometimes it wouldn’t get so ran-
corous around here, if we could hear
more of the words of Senator BYRD in
this regard. He included a history, ge-
ography and literature lesson, all in a
simple “‘l object.” It makes life better.

I wish my friend from Missouri a
good break, as | do my friend, the dis-
tinguished Presiding Officer. He will
soon, | am sure, be heading to New
Hampshire, as | will to Vermont.

———

GLOBAL HEALTH AND THE
PRESIDENT’S BUDGET

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | rise to
speak on a far more serious matter. |
listened to the speech the President
gave at the Coast Guard Academy a
few days ago. | must say that this
Democrat agrees with so many of the
things the President said. | was espe-
cially pleased to hear him speak about
the importance of foreign aid to Amer-
ica’s security. But | became concerned
after | looked behind the rhetoric of
the President’s speech. | wanted to see
if the President’s own budget request
reflected his words. It does not.

At the Coast Guard Academy, the
President spent a good deal of time
talking about the global AIDS crisis,
the worst public health threat in
human history. I commend President
Bush for that. He has shown great lead-
ership on AIDS, although a bipartisan
group in Congress has been pushing for
action on AIDS for years.

The bill we passed last week, an au-
thorization bill, authorized $15 billion
over 5 years to combat AIDS , tuber-
culosis and malaria. It is an important
step forward. It showed that we are be-
ginning to take the AIDS pandemic se-
riously. But before we all applaud our-
selves and pat ourselves on the back,
let’s have a dose of reality. This was an
authorization bill. It does not appro-
priate any money.
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For all intents and purposes, it is
like writing a check without enough
money in the bank. I can recall a meet-
ing on a different subject where some-
one was offering a pledge of close to $1
billion to fund an initiative. Kidding
around, | said: | will double that. I will
give you my check for $2 billion. In
fact, | had $138 in a checking account.

That is what we have done here. By
passing the AIDS authorization bill, we
have promised to write a check with-
out enough money in the bank.

Let me explain. The President’s
budget request contains only about
half of the $3 billion authorized for
AIDS for fiscal year 2004. It remains to
be seen whether the promise of that
bill—a promise with which | agree—
will be fulfilled. To do that, the Presi-
dent is going to have to submit a budg-
et amendment for the balance of these
funds.

It also remains to be seen whether
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee
will get the allocation that supports
that amount.

The bill we passed also authorized $1
billion for the global fund to fight
AIDS and TB and malaria. Again, an-
other promise. For fiscal year 2004, the
President has only budgeted $200 mil-
lion for the Global Fund, that is one-
fifth of the amount we authorized. In
addition, it is a cut of $150 million from
what was appropriated last year.

There is another problem. While the
President’s fiscal year 2004 budget for
foreign operations does include ap-
proximately $1.2 billion to combat HIV/
AIDS, it robs Peter to pay Paul to pay
for increases in HIV/AIDS programs, as
the President’s budget cuts other es-
sential international health programs
anywhere from 5 to 63 percent.

Let’'s take a look at the chart. The
information on this chart, incidentally,
is from the United States Agency for
International Development.

Child survival and maternal health
programs are cut by 12 percent. These
are the programs that provide life-
saving child immunizations. They also
help to reduce needless pregnancy-re-
lated deaths each year. People will be
astounded when they hear how many of
these types of deaths occur each year.
Six hundred thousand deaths. Many of
these deaths could be easily prevented
if we just put more resources into these
programs. Instead, the President’s
budget cuts these programs by 12 per-
cent.

It would cut programs for vulnerable
children by 63 percent.

It would cut programs to combat
other infectious diseases such as mea-
sles.

Measles kill 1 million children—not
100,000 or 200,000—but 1 million children
a year. Again, this is something which
is easily preventable. Every one of us
can just go to the doctor’s office and
get our children and grandchildren im-
munized against measles. In many poor
nations, parents and grandparents do
not have that luxury. They need our
help.
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Does the President’s budget show
leadership on this issue? No. It cuts the
programs which help combat measles,
as well as polio, SARS, and other dead-
ly diseases by 32 percent.

These are not my numbers, these are
the administration’s numbers. These
numbers are in the President’s budget.

Are we in favor of stopping children
in poor countries from dying of mea-
sles? Of course we are. Are we in favor
of fighting SARS? Of course we are.
Are we in favor of fighting polio? Of
course we are. Who is going to say they
are against it? No one.

But, when you look at this budget,
there are cuts to these and other crit-
ical international health programs.
These cuts also include programs for
disease surveillance. In the past, these
funds for disease surveillance have
been used to strengthen the World
Health Organization’s ability to re-
spond quickly to outbreaks like SARS.

Everybody in this Chamber knows we
will have another outbreak of either
SARS or, perhaps, something far
worse. There is no question that we
need disease surveillance programs, be-
cause every one of these diseases is just
one airplane trip away from the United
States. Why would we want to cut
funds for these programs?

The President’s budget would also
cut funds for drug resistance, which is
a looming public health crisis. Many
lifesaving antibiotics are already vir-
tually useless because of resistance
caused by the misuse of these drugs.
The President’s budget cuts funds to
combat drug resistance.

While the President’s budget would
increase funding to combat AIDS—al-
though nowhere near the amount
promised in the bill we passed last
week—it does so by cutting the budget
for other global health programs.

These cuts will hurt children the
most in countries where vaccines cost-
ing a few pennies make the difference
between life and death. That is not ac-
ceptable.

If somebody said to us, look at those
five children, you can save their lives
by spending a dollar, would we do it? Of
course, we would do it. Why then does
the President’s budget do the opposite
by cutting these programs? | find this
deeply troubling.

These are not Democratic or Repub-
lican programs. | have been joined time
and again by colleagues on the other
side of the aisle who support these ini-

tiatives in both the Senate and the
House.
Mr. President, anyone who knows

anything about public health knows
that building the health infrastructure
in developing countries is essential if
you are going to effectively combat
AIDS. It is the same thing with child
nutrition. It is the same thing with
maternal and reproductive health. You
don’t fight AIDS in a vacuum. It isn’t
an either/or proposition. People who
are malnourished, who are in poor
health, who have weak immune sys-
tems, who are at risk of other infec-
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tions, are far more vulnerable to AIDS.
It is common sense.

In addition to helping to combat
AIDS, these international health pro-
grams are vitally important for their
own sake. They save millions of lives
for very little money. They fight dis-
eases that we eradicated in the U.S.
years ago. When | was growing up, the
municipal pool would close in the sum-
mer because of polio. You never hear of
such things anymore. We should be
doing the same thing overseas with
these types of diseases—making them a
thing of the past.

Over the past 5 years, we have built
up these global health programs, and
each year they yield more and more re-
sults. It would be unconscionable to
cut these programs. But that is exactly
what the President is asking Congress
to do—cut these programs.

Last week, Republicans opposed our
amendments to correct some serious
problems in the AIDS bill—problems
they acknowledged. They said we could
not take time to get the bill right, be-
cause we needed to act quickly so the
President could point to this bill as a
sign of U.S. leadership at the Group of
Eight meeting in France next month.

Let’s be serious. If the White House
had wanted, they easily could have
supported those amendments and made
this a better bill. We also could have
made sure that this bill got to the
President’s desk in plenty of time. It is
clear to me that the other side’s oppo-
sition had a lot more to do with polit-
ical ideology than the President’s trav-
el schedule. And, that is simply not
enough to justify the provisions in the
bill that are going to make it more dif-
ficult to prevent the spread of AIDS.
As a result, the President will go to
France with an AIDS bill that is only
half funded.

In addition, he is going to use that
bill to urge other nations to do more to
fight AIDS. Now, | agree that other na-
tions should do more. This is not some-
thing the U.S. could or should do alone.
But the world should ask the Presi-
dent, the leader of the wealthiest na-
tion on earth, whether he is going to
back up his own words with deeds.

When he asks others to do more, as
he should, his own budget should not
slash funding for the Global Fund to
Fight AIDS and for other international
health programs. The world should also
ask why the United States is spending
less than 1 percent on programs to
combat poverty, including global
health. After all, we are the wealthiest
Nation on Earth. It is not only in our
security interests, but also our moral
responsibility, to do more.

Mr. President, at the Coast Guard
Academy, President Bush spoke about
other important foreign aid programs,
such as the Peace Corps, Famine Fund,
and the Millennium Challenge initia-
tive. Not surprisingly, these are some
of the programs his foreign aid budget
favors.

But he did not mention that his
budget not only slashes funding for
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global health but also for development
assistance, which pays for everything
from children’s education, to agri-
culture research, to democracy build-
ing. His budget cuts food aid and as-
sistance to refugees—the world’s most
vulnerable people. And, we have all
seen the images of refugee camps
around the world. People pushed from
their homes because of famine or war
or natural disasters often end up living
in horrendous conditions.

This is not compassionate conserv-
atism. It may conserve money, but it is
not compassionate. It is shameful.

More to the point, the President’s na-
tional security strategy recognizes the
essential role of foreign aid. While we
read about the importance of foreign
aid in his national security strategy,
we don’t see it in his budget request.

Look at this chart. Food aid is cut by
17 percent. International disaster as-
sistance for floods and earthquakes and
wars is cut by 18 percent.

We hear a lot of speeches on the floor
talking about our moral responsibility
to the rest of the world.

While we may feel good about giving
these speeches, | do not feel good about
the lofty rhetoric that bears little re-
semblance to reality. And, unfortu-
nately, we have another great example
of this in the President’s budget re-
quest. Great speeches, bad reality.

The President should do what he
says. He should do what he is asking
others to do. He should submit a budg-
et amendment for the $3 billion author-
ized to fight AIDS. He also should re-
quest the funds to prevent the cuts to
other vital global health programs.

Most importantly, he should start
treating foreign aid for what it is: a
critical investment in America’s secu-
rity. Less than 1 percent of the Federal
budget is used to combat the condi-
tions that cause poverty and conflict
around the world. This is woefully in-
adequate. It shortchanges America’s
future. It invites insecurity.

One would have thought that if Sep-
tember 11 taught us anything, it was
that business as usual is no longer tol-
erable. As | have said before, the Presi-
dent deserves credit for his Millennium
Challenge initiative. It provides some
additional foreign aid funds.

But, 1 ask Senators to look behind
the curtain to see how it is funded.
Some is new money. Sadly, the rest is
from cuts to other essential programs.

And let’s keep things in perspective.
Before we congratulate ourselves too
much, let’s remind everyone that the
Millennium Challenge, on an annual
basis, amounts to less than what my
own little State of Vermont of 600,000
people spends on public education.
That is not a serious response to the
challenges we face.

I also credit the President for his
famine fund initiative, but | question
what the real point is. He already has
the authority he needs to respond to
famines. The problem is that his fiscal
year 2004 budget would cut title Il food
aid by more than the amount the fam-
ine fund would add. Again, robbing
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Peter to pay Paul. Unfortunately, both
Peter and Paul are starving.

If we are going to lead, and especially
if we are going to ask others to do
more, we are going to have to stop
playing shell games with the foreign
aid budget. Leadership is good policy.
Leadership means resources. Leader-
ship means ideas. Leadership is not a
press release.

Senator FEINSTEIN, Senator HAGEL,
Senator SMITH, and so many others,
Democrats and Republicans, have spo-
ken out about the need for substan-
tially more resources to protect Amer-
ica’s interests abroad. When are we
going to stop talking and start acting?

As | have told the President before, |
would strongly support him on these
issues. But, | am not going to support
empty rhetoric. | want to see the
money. It is one thing to go on foreign
trips and talk to leaders and say: Look
at this AIDS authorization bill | have.
But, it does not make much sense if
the money is not there. And, in this
budget, the money is not there.

I call on the President: Let’s forget
the politics. Let’'s come up with the
right ideas on AIDS. Let’s come up
with the right ideas on the Millennium
Challenge Account. But, once we have
the right policies, let’s put real re-
sources behind these policies. And, to
pay for these increases, we should not
cut programs for global health, dis-
aster assistance, refugees, food aid, de-
velopment assistance, and immuniza-
tions.

Let’s get rid of the rhetoric. Let’s
put some reality in there. If we do
that, then the United States can show
the promise and the moral leadership a
great Nation should show.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

——

GENETIC INFORMATION
NONDISCRIMINATION ACT OF 2003

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, last
Wednesday marked an important day
in the progress of medicine and na-
tional policy. I am pleased to note that
on that day the Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions Committee voted
unanimously to report out S. 1053, the
Genetic Information Nondiscrimina-
tion Act of 2003.

For more than 6 years, | have had the
opportunity to work with Senators
SNOWE, JEFFORDS, ENzI, GREGG, HAGEL,
COLLINS, and DEWINE on this important
legislation. | believe with the invalu-
able contributions of Senators DASCHLE
and KENNEDY that we brought to the
forefront of the congressional agenda
solid legislation that will provide pa-
tients with real protection against ge-

The
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netic discrimination in health insur-
ance.

I will first express how much | appre-
ciate the work of my colleague on this
issue, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, Mr. Jubb GREGG, who is chair-
man of the Health, Education, Labor
and Pensions Committee. It is his com-
mitment and dedication to this issue
that is primarily responsible for get-
ting us to this point of reporting out
this Genetic Information Non-
discrimination Act.

At this juncture, | also commend
President Bush for his commitment to
ensuring strong protections against ge-
netic discrimination and for calling at-
tention to this critical matter.

We began work on this issue many
years ago. It was interesting when we
started this work——well, not many
years, about 5 years ago. But when we
started this work, it was way off in the
future that we anticipated decoding of
the human genome would actually
occur, but we were able to identify the
problem, recognizing that the advances
in technology, this unraveling of the
genetic code, which was so revolu-
tionary in thought at the time, would
indeed introduce new challenges to the
way we handled health information.

So we jump a few years later and now
we can look back, and over the last few
weeks the complete decoding of the
human genome has been announced.
That is about three billion bits of in-
formation that we did not know about
a year ago. Now we know.

Just last month, America celebrated
two wonderful milestones in medical
science. Scientists working in collabo-
ration with the National Human Ge-
nome Research Institute at the NIH,
National Institutes of Health, pub-
lished a final draft documenting that
entire sequence of the human genetic
code. The publication occurred more
than 2 years ahead of schedule. | should
also add, it came under budget. There
are very few things we do in Wash-
ington that are completed ahead of
schedule and under budget. This tre-
mendous discovery, this unraveling of
the genetic code of the human genome,
is one of them.

The publication of this occurred
more than 2 years ahead of schedule, as
I mentioned, but also almost 50 years
to the day from the historic publica-
tion by two icons in terms of science,
Dr. James Watson and Dr. Francis
Crick. The helix, called the DNA,
which is a double helix—all of us
have seen pictures of almost a figure 8,
a three dimensional helix which was
described now a little over 50 years
ago. The dazzling accomplishment of
this decoding of the human genome has
ushered in a new era which we will see
unfold over the next few years, next 5,
10 years, which will enable us to better
understand diseases, how the human
body functions but, importantly, how
diseases affect that functioning of the
human body.

This decoding has also begun to ex-
pand our understanding of human de-
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velopment throughout life, health, and
disease processes. Specifically, the dis-
covery of disease genes——that is, vari-
ations in the genetic code that can be
associated with the manifestation of
symptoms and what becomes dis-
ease——brings promises for hope for ul-
timately not just prevention of those
diseases but also treatment and cure.
Scientists very likely will be able to
design drugs to treat specific genes or
the manifestation of these genes. In my
own field of heart and lung transplan-
tation and other types of transplan-
tation of tissues, organs may be spe-
cifically engineered for use in the field
of transplantation. Even preventive
care, where we are woefully inadequate
in terms of knowledge but also in ap-
plication of that knowledge today, may
potentially be based in large part to ge-
netic testing.

This potential explosion of knowl-
edge, which is exciting to me as a sci-
entist and as a physician, is also asso-
ciated with risk. When 1 first joined my
distinguished colleague from Maine,
Senator SNOWE, in this effort several
years ago, almost one-third of women
who were offered a test for breast can-
cer risk—and this is a genetic test—at
the National Institutes of Health de-
clined. They said, no. They say: | un-
derstand that test may be able to tell
whether | will get breast cancer but |
decline.

You ask why. They say: The only rea-
son, and the reason | say no, is the risk
that information will be used by a
health insurance company or an em-
ployer against me. What if that infor-
mation got out?

I strongly believe then, as | do now,
that we have an obligation, a responsi-
bility, to protect people from the
threat that their genetic information
can be used against them in any way. |
would say that from a medical stand-
point, and from a societal standpoint,
this is a moral responsibility. It is a
practical responsibility. If unchecked,
the fear of genetic discrimination will
prevent individuals from participating,
whether it is in research studies, or in
the gathering of information that can
be used and applied more broadly to
people, either in this country or indeed
across the globe. It will prevent people
from taking advantage of the new tech-
nologies which can be and, in fact, al-
most certainly will be lifesaving. It
will keep people from getting tests,
even from discovering that they are
not at risk for genetically related dis-
eases. Also, the fear of genetic dis-
crimination has the potential to pre-
vent citizens from making informed
health decisions.

If one does not have that informa-
tion, they simply are not going to be
able to make informed health care de-
cisions, whether it is in lifestyle or to
determine whether or not they need an
annual cardiac or heart catheterization
once a year, or if they have the gene
for breast cancer so that they would go
and get mammographies more often. If
they refused to get the test because of
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the fear of the discrimination, clearly
they are not able to make informed
health decisions for themselves.

In the past, Congress has taken on
the battle against broad discrimination
in all sorts of legislation. We think
back to the 1964 Civil Rights Act; to
1990, the American with Disabilities
Act; more recently to the Health Insur-
ance Portability and Accountability
Act.

Today, we extend those protections
to citizens with genetic markers, a
move that has the power, | would
argue, to save lives.

As | have implied, this whole field of
genetic research and testing will un-
doubtedly unleash thrilling advances
and better health care. It will lead al-
most certainly to cures for diseases
that we cannot even imagine can be
cured today. The potential medical ad-
vances that emerge from our knowl-
edge and our understanding and that
definition of the human genome that
was spelled out just a couple of months
ago, | know will be more dramatic than
the changes | have seen in over 20 years
practicing medicine, that | witnessed
in my own medical career. Clearly,
there will be much more advancing and
pioneering than my dad saw after 55
years practicing medicine from about
the 1930s to the 1980s.

As we greet the future, the excite-
ment, the thrill of discovering what
emerges from this new body of infor-
mation, this definition of the human
genetic code, we have a responsibility
in this body to protect our body poli-
tic. | am pleased by the progress we
have made thus far.

| come to the floor to speak today be-
cause | have watched this debate, |
have watched this discussion, and |
have seen in a bipartisan way in the
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee tremendous progress
being made this past week, and hope-
fully it can be made in the Senate as
we look at discrimination in genetic
testing.

| congratulate my colleagues on their
persistence and dedication to the issue.
It gives us an opportunity, in advance
of there being a problem, in advance of
the new genetic tests, to address that
potential for discrimination which, in
turn, if it occurred—and | believe there
is a high likelihood unless we act—
would be a disservice to mankind.

This legislation stands squarely on
our time-tested civil rights laws estab-
lishing comprehensive, consistent,
practical, reasonable, and fair protec-
tions. | strongly support this com-
promise bill. I am speaking today pri-
marily because it is a compromise bill
taking the very best out of the pieces
of legislation that have been proposed

in the past. | strongly support this
compromise bill. | look forward to its
swift passage.

———

EQUALITY IN HEALTH CARE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | speak for
a moment on the issue of equality in
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health care and what | have personally
been able to observe, which we as a
body have tried to address—in fact,
have taken some major steps forward—
but which stands as a major challenge
which | believe we can address in this
body. That is the subject of health care
disparities.

In the 21st century, Americans are
among the healthiest, the longest liv-
ing, and robust citizens in the history
of the world. We have conquered dis-
eases that were once untreatable. Our
remarkable scientists continue to de-
velop new drugs, therapies, treatments,
and procedures that every day are
bringing new hope and, indeed, saving
the lives of millions around the coun-
try and millions around the world. We
have much of which to be proud.

At the same time, there is something
we should be ashamed of because de-
spite the dazzling medical and social
progress of the last century, there re-
mains wide health disparities and in-
equalities between minority and non-
minority citizens. | will cite a few ex-
amples. Infant mortality rates are
twice as high among African Ameri-
cans versus Whites. The prevalence of
HIV/AIDS in Latino populations is four
times higher. And the prevalence of
AIDS among African Americans is nine
times higher than among Whites. Afri-
can-American children are twice as
likely to have asthma. They are six
times more likely to die from asthma
than others. And mortality rates re-
lated to diabetes are more than twice
as high among African Americans and
Native Americans.

The question is, why? We have made
progress in understanding why, but we
cannot answer that question, Why?
Even when we control our access to
medical services and we control for
other socioeconomic factors, Ameri-
cans from minority backgrounds still
receive unequal care. They suffer lower
quality care and, consequently, worse
health outcomes. That is the challenge.
The response to that challenge is we
can eliminate that. We can reverse
these health care disparities.

Progress has been made in recent
years to close the health gap between
minority and White patients. We are
boosting Federal research into the
cause of health disparities. We are
identifying barriers to care in our com-
munities. We are expanding the num-
ber of health professionals who have a
strong commitment to the needs of mi-
nority and underserved patients. Much
more, however, needs to be done.

That is why | am proposing the
Health Care Gap Act of 2003. This legis-
lation, which | plan to introduce later
this year, builds on successful prior
legislation to ultimately eliminate
such disparities in health care. This
legislation will address key areas nec-
essary to close the health care gap in
America. These include expanding ac-
cess to quality health care, improving
national leadership and coordination,
increasing the diversity of health pro-
fessionals, promoting more aggressive
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professional education, promoting re-
search to identify sources of racial and
ethnic disparities, identifying prom-
ising interventions, and improving and
expanding programs to prevent, too
manage, and to treat diseases and con-
ditions that disproportionately impact
minority and underserved populations.
As | mentioned in the data | quoted,
these include asthma, they include
HIV/AIDS, prostate cancer, and other
types of cancer.

Last weekend, | have the privilege, as
so many Members—in fact, many Mem-
bers departed an hour or so ago to de-
liver commencement speeches at high
schools, elementary schools, secondary
schools, colleges, and graduate schools
all over the country.

I had the privilege last week of
speaking at two commencement cere-
monies. One was for the School of Med-
icine at Morehouse College in Atlanta,
and also the George Washington School
of Medicine here in the Washington
area. In my address, | challenged these
hard-working and young people—our
future doctors, our future health pro-
fessionals, our scientists—to become
active, to actively shape and mold our
profession. | told them that in this day
and time in the field of medicine, we
simply can no longer, as health profes-
sionals, solely practice medicine. They
must lead in medicine. The same is
true of us.

This bill on health care disparities,
this legislation which will be intro-
duced later this year, will do just that.
In the Senate, we must help to create
a medical system that treats all pa-
tients equitably. Our national creed,
that all are created equal, dictates that
we must.

——
HONORING BOB HOPE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | take a
moment to honor a great American
who is celebrating his 100th birthday.
Bob Hope was born one of six boys in a
London suburb on May 29, 1903. His
family made their way to America
when he was 3, and they settled in
Cleveland, OH. We can only be grateful
to the Hope family for making that
journey.

Growing up, Bob Hope was a shoe-
shine boy, butcher’s mate, stock boy,
newspaper boy, golf caddie, shoe sales-
man, and even a prizefighter—all of
these things before he became one of
America’s most beloved and successful
entertainers.

As a performer, Bob Hope had the
rare and miraculous gift of being able
to touch our common humanity. His
famous road pictures with Big Crosby
and Dorothy Lamour were the quin-
tessential expressions of the adventure
of being an American.

But he is most loved, of course, for
the thousands of hours and millions,
literally millions of miles he spent in
selfless devotion to our troops. World
War Il, South Korea, Vietnam, from
the Far East to Northern Africa, the
Indonesian peninsula to the heart of
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Europe, in refugee camps, on Air Force
bases, Navy ships, jungles, forward
bases, demilitarized zones, Bob Hope
went wherever we needed him, and he
conveyed to our troops the commit-
ment and love of the American people.

The front rows would be filled with
soldiers injured in battle, limbs de-
stroyed, bodies wrapped in bandages.
And he would manage to make them
laugh. He was able, for those moments
while he was on stage, giving his best
to our best, to lift those young men
and women out of their war-torn bodies
and help them forget the fatigue, the
fear, and the loneliness of battle.

Bob Hope is a giant. Bob Hope is a
national treasure. We will never, ever
forget his service to the United States
of America.

Happy birthday, Mr. Hope.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | ask

unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

the PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
—————

STATE AID MEDICAID TEMPORARY

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, one of the
many interesting challenges this Con-
gress will face is that of fundamental
Medicaid reform. The President un-
veiled an innovative and exciting pro-
posal earlier this year, and the budget
that we adopted in April anticipates
Congressional action by creating a re-
serve fund of resources for modernizing
Medicaid.

Of course, the jobs and growth pack-
age presently before us contains a tem-
porary state aid program of $20 billion.
Under this interim plan, up to $10 bil-
lion will flow through the Medicaid
program over the next 18 months. This
time-limited spending, proposed in the
Senate by Senators COLLINS and NEL-
SON, as well as Senator ROCKEFELLER,
is provisional, lasting only until Sep-
tember 30, 2004. Further, Mr. President,
my three colleagues entered a colloquy
in the RECORD on May 14, 2003, to that
effect. The language that passed the
Senate, and the language contained in
the conference report, clearly states
that the program itself is repealed in
2004. The Senate sponsors of this provi-
sion have acknowledged that the pro-
gram is not to be permanent, and both
the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, Senator GRASSLEY, and the
chairman of the Budget Committee,
Senator NICKLES, agree that this pro-
gram is to last no longer than Sep-
tember 30, 2004. As the program
unfolds, based on the commitment of
its sponsors and the chairmen, | will be
monitoring to ensure that the program
is indeed transient, and will work with
colleagues to keep it temporary.

Further, in no way does this provi-
sion in the state aid package obstruct
the opportunity provided in the budget
resolution for the Senate Committee
on Finance and the House Energy and
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Commerce Committee to move ahead
on Medicaid modernization. Since the
administration detailed its plan, var-
ious committees in the House and Sen-
ate have explored its features, and
Medicaid modernization that enhances
flexibility and responsiveness is a goal
many share as we move into the 2lst
century. | look forward to the cre-
ativity and ingenuity of the chairmen
of the relevant committees, Senator
GRASSLEY and Mr. TAUzIN, as they
move forward in the coming weeks and
months.
——

ALEUTIAN ISLAND VETERANS

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, as Me-
morial Day approaches, our Nation re-
flects upon the courage and heroism of
our Armed Forces. During this time of
reflection, | hope the Congress and the
Nation remember those who defended
Alaska during World War I1.

The Aleutian Islands were a key part
of our victory in World War Il. The bat-
tle fought at Dutch Harbor contributed
indirectly to our success at Midway,
and the fight to reclaim Attu and
Kiska deprived the Japanese of a base
from which to raid Alaska and limit
North Pacific operations. The geog-
raphy, weather, and location of the is-
lands made these missions particularly
dangerous and difficult, and the mem-
bers of the military who served there
deserve special recognition.

The Voice of Anchorage Times re-
cently reported that these veterans
will be traveling back to Alaska this
month. | ask unanimous consent that
this article be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Voice of the Times, May 4, 2003]
THOSE ALEUTIAN ISLAND VETERANS ARE BACK
(By William J. Tobin)

Once again, as regular as the return of the
long days of summer, a six-man contingent
of veterans of the Thousand Mile War are
back in town, preparing to leave tomorrow
afternoon for Kodiak, the first stop on a
journey to revisit the battlegrounds of Attu,
where U.S. forces fought Japanese invaders
in 1943. The 60th anniversary reunion is being
led by Al King of Sunrise, Fla., who keeps
Aleutian Island vets in touch with each
other through his Willawaw Letter—a peri-
odic newsletter packed with names and ad-
dresses of those who served here back in
those days. Each issue also is filled with per-
sonal stories and photos provided by
Willawaw warriors sharing their war stories
with their fellow vets. Part of the reunion
ritual again will be breakfast tomorrow
morning at Gwennies Old Alaska Restaurant
on Spenard Road, close by their Anchorage
headquarters, the Puffin Inn.

Veterans who fought with the 11th Air
Force during the Aleutian campaign and
members of “Americans Home from Siberia”
will hold their annual reunion later this year
in a spot a bit more tourist friendly than
Attu. They’re going to get together at the
Riviera Resort and Racquet Club at Palm
Spring, Calif., for a four-day Halloween
weekend beginning Oct. 30, The ‘“Home from
Siberia’ fliers include members of the Doo-
little Raiders, the 20th Air Force and Fleet
Air Wing 4, all of whom shared in the aerial
battles of World War Il. Herman Thompson
of Talkeetna, secretary of the national 11th
Air Force Association, is the reunion treas-
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urer. He’s collecting the $110-a-person reg-
istration fees that cover a Friday luncheon
at the Desert Willows Country Club and a
Palm Springs celebrity tour, a Saturday tour
of the Palm Spring Air Museum and an
evening banquet at the Riviera. Thompson’s
phone number, for those seeking more infor-
mation, is (907) 733-2626.

———

MEMORIAL DAY

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, as we
reflect upon this Memorial Day, Amer-
icans throughout the country should
take time to remember all the brave
men and women who gave their lives in
the defense of freedom and to preserve
the liberties we cherish in this great
Nation. We must never forget our fall-
en heroes, and we should continue to
praise them for their service and com-
mitment to country.

This year, in particular, we must be
ever reverent because America lost
some of her greatest sons and daugh-
ters in Operations lIraqi Freedom and
Enduring Freedom. Those who died did
so in the defense of America from her
enemies and to deliver downtrodden
nations from the oppression of tyrants.
I am both grateful and sorrowful this
Memorial Day.

I want to express my deepest sym-
pathies to the families and friends of
those who only recently gave their
lives fighting on behalf of the United
States. My words cannot erase your
pain, but please know my prayers are
with you during this most difficult
time.

It is said of those who fought in wars
to defend America that ““All gave some
and some gave all.”” On this Memorial
Day, | hope every American will pay
tribute to those who gave all.

————

IN TRIBUTE TO MAJOR GENERAL
LEROY BARNIDGE, JR.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, our
Nation’s Air Force will soon lose one of
its exceptional leaders, MG Leroy
Barnidge, Jr., who is retiring in the
next few weeks after 32 years of out-
standing service to this country.

Many in Congress have become ac-
quainted with General Barnidge due to
his service since 2001 as director of the
Air Force Office of Legislative Liaison.
| have had the great pleasure of meet-
ing and working with Leroy much
longer, due to his two tours of duty at
Ellsworth Air Force Base, the last as
base commander from August 1995 to
February 1997.

There is no finer gentleman, nor one
with a better sense of humor or more
likable personality than Leroy
Barnidge. As commander of the largest
military installation in South Dakota,
Leroy impressed me with his candor,
his integrity, and his competence.
Knowing and working with him has al-
ways been a joy, and Leroy will be
missed not only in the Air Force but
also by many of us in the Congress.
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General Barnidge began his Air Force
service as | did, through the Reserve
Officer Training Corps, and was com-
missioned as an officer in 1971. Since
then, he has held a variety of oper-
ations and maintenance assignments,
including major command and joint
staff billets. He is experienced in air-
crew operations, flight line mainte-
nance and combat support activities.
The general has also performed major
command staff and executive support
functions, as well as duties as a force
planner and division chief in the joint
staff. He has commanded a combat
crew training squadron, a logistics
group, an operations group, a B-1B
bomb wing at Ellsworth, and the B-2
wing at Whiteman Air Force Base, Mis-
souri.

General Barnidge also completed the
program for senior officials in national
security at the John F. Kennedy
School of Government, Harvard Uni-
versity, and Seminar XXI, Foreign Po-
litical and International Relations, at
the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology. He received special recognition
in 1999 as the winner of the Air Combat
Command Moller Trophy, recognizing
him as the best among all 28 wing com-
manders. General Barnidge has
amassed over 2,900 hours in the T-37, T-
38, OV-10, B-52G, B-1B, and B-2 air-
craft.

In his years of working with the Con-
gress, General Barnidge provided a
clear and credible voice for the Air
Force, consistently providing accurate,
concise and timely information. Hls in-
tegrity, professionalism, and expertise
enabled him to develop and maintain
an exceptional rapport between the Air
Force and the Congress.

On behalf of the Congress and the

country, | thank General Barnidge, his
wife Sandy, and his entire family for
their commitment and many sacrifices.
Sandy always went out of her way to
make my staff and me feel welcome,
and | know she, too, has done much for
the Air Force and her country during
the past 32 years. Thanks to both of
you for a job well done. On behalf of a
grateful nation, we wish you all the
best during your retirement.
——

AFRICAN AMERICAN MUSEUM OF
HISTORY AND CULTURE

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | am
pleased to join Senators BROWNBACK
and DobpD to introduce legislation au-
thorizing the establishment of the Na-
tional Museum of African American
History and Culture within the Smith-

sonian Institution.
The effort to construct a museum

dedicated to African American history
and culture began in the early 1900’s by
an association working to commemo-
rate the valor and deed of Negro sol-
diers and sailors who fought in Amer-
ican wars and contributions of African
Americans in science, art, literature,
business and other endeavors.

I have conferred with African Amer-

ican constituents in Alaska regarding
the significance of this bill—the late
JP Jones, Bill Sykes, and James Hayes
to name a few.
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Today, we are taking an important
step toward bringing this overdue ef-
fort closer to a reality.

The provisions of the bill direct the
Smithsonian Institution Board of Re-
gents to consult with the Commission
on Fine Arts, the National Capitol
Planning Commission, and three mem-
bers of President Bush’s Commission
on the National Museum of African
American History and Culture when se-
lecting the museum site. The legisla-
tion directs the Board of Regents to
complete this work within 18 months.

The legislation authorizes $17 million
in federal funds for the museum in fis-
cal year 2004. The funding for the mu-
seum will be fifty percent federal fund-
ing and the remaining fifty percent
will come from non-federal sources.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues as this bill moves through
the legislative process.

—

PRESIDENTIAL SUPPORT OF RE-
AUTHORIZATION OF ASSAULT
WEAPONS BAN

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, in 1994
President Clinton signed into law a ban
on the production of certain semiauto-
matic assault weapons and high-capac-
ity ammunition magazines. The 1994
law banned a list of 19 specific weapons
as well as a number of other weapons
incorporating certain design character-
istics, such as bayonets and pistol
grips. This law is scheduled to sunset
on September 13, 2004. If the law is not
reauthorized, the production of mili-
tary-style semiautomatic weapons can
legally resume.

In March of this year, in testimony
before the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, Attorney General John
Ashcroft indicated the Bush adminis-
tration’s support for the current ban on
assault weapons but would not indicate
support for reauthorization of the ban.
Recently, the White House indicated
the President does support reauthor-
izing the ban. However, a senior White
House adviser reportedly said that this
bill would never make it to the Presi-
dent’s desk. And a spokesperson for
House Majority Leader ToM DELAY re-
cently said ‘‘we have no intentions of
bringing it up.”

Failure to reauthorize the legislation
would be irresponsible because the as-
sault weapon ban works. According to
National Institute of Justice statistics
reported by the Brady Campaign to
Prevent Gun Violence, gun trace re-
quests for assault weapons declined 20
percent in the first calendar year after
the ban took effect, dropping from 4,077
in 1994 to 3,268 in 1995. Over the same
time period, gun murders declined only
10 percent and trace requests for all
types of guns declined 11 percent.

Given the firepower of these fire-
armes, it is not surprising that so many
law enforcement organizations sup-
ported the Federal assault weapons ban
and worked for its passage. Among the
many that supported the ban were the
Law Enforcement Steering Committee,
the Fraternal Order of Police, the Na-
tional Sheriffs’ Association, the Inter-
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national Association of Chiefs of Po-
lice, the Major City Chiefs Association,
the International Brotherhood of Po-
lice Officers, the National Association
of Police Organizations, the Hispanic
American Police Command Officers As-
sociation, the National Black Police
Association, the National Organization
of Black Law Enforcement Executives,
the Police Executive Research Forum,
and the Police Foundation.

It is critical that we reauthorize the
assault weapons ban. Absent such ac-
tion, AK47s, UZls, and other semi-auto-
matic weapons will again become eas-
ily obtainable weapons of choice for
gang members, drug dealers, and other
dangerous criminals. | urge the Presi-
dent to show his support for this bill by
asking the House Republican Leader-
ship to pass this bill in the House and
the Senate Leadership to pass it in the
Senate.

———

MEMORIAL DAY 2003

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, on
this Memorial Day, | encourage New
Mexicans to take a few moments to re-
member those Americans who have
given their lives in the name of free-
dom. It is upon the sacrifice of these
Americans—from all generations—that
the freedom we enjoy today is built.

From the Bataan Peninsula to Nor-
mandy, from the la Drang Valley to In-
chon, from Afghanistan to Iraq, and
many other conflicts, American men
and women have fought and died be-
cause they believed in their country
and believed in preserving its many
blessings.

As we enjoy this holiday weekend
with our families and friends, let us
take a few minutes to recognize the
courage with which so many of our sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and marines
have fought when called upon by their
country. Let us also remember all
those who never made it back to the
country they loved because they gave
their lives for it in a far away land.

At this moment in America’s history,
I could not be more proud of our men
and women in uniform. | think it is im-
portant to note that in the wake of
successful combat operations in lIraq
and Afghanistan, the same courage and
commitment shown by Americans of
generations past lives on today in the
men and women of the U.S. Armed
Forces.

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, | rise to observe the significance
of Memorial Day—and to pay tribute to
the Americans we honor on this day.
Three days from now, we will, as a na-
tion, remember those who lost their
lives in service to our country. They
secured our freedom with the most pre-
cious gifts they could offer—their love
for this country and their lives.

America has honored its fallen sol-
diers with a Memorial Day, sometimes
called Decoration Day, since the Civil
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War. Though we are grateful to these
heroes every day of the year, we recog-
nized that we ought to set aside one
day in particular, the last Monday in
May, to be especially mindful of the
brave men and women who paid the ul-
timate price for our freedom.

At a time when our Nation mourns
more sons and daughters than it did
just a year ago, many of whom came
from my State of Florida, this Memo-
rial Day takes on additional poign-
ancy. My heart is full of solemn grati-
tude to each new generation willing to
risk their lives for the security of
strangers.

We cannot merely make promises on
this earnest occasion. We must reaf-
firm our commitment to the veteran
soldiers still with us. We must provide
full funding for veterans health care.
At this moment in our Nation’s his-
tory, how can we possibly justify any-
thing but a significant increase in VA’s
health care budget? Not only have we
been engaged in a war overseas, but,
just this year, VA cut off enrollment to
an entire category of veterans.

During a time when 240,000 veterans
nationwide—44,000 in my home State of
Florida alone—are being told they have
to wait 6 months or longer just to see
a doctor, how can we possibly turn our
backs on these men and women? These
veterans have come to VA seeking
care—care we promised them they
would get—and we owe it to them to
fulfill that promise.

Memorial Day has a duality—at once
provoking feelings of both somber
meditation for those we have lost in
battle and the joyous anticipation of
celebrating with family and friends
during a holiday weekend. Both reac-
tions are fitting to the memories of
those who are no longer with us—we re-
member and revere their service, and
we honor what their sacrifice has
brought us—the freedom to be with the
people we love and hold dear.

As we and other citizens of this coun-
try prepare to enjoy the long weekend,
let us take a moment to thank those
who gave us a future, at the expense of
their own.

———
JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate has confirmed 127 judges nominated
by President Bush, including 100 in the
17 months in which Democrats com-
prised the Senate majority. Twenty-
seven have now been confirmed in the
other 12 months in which Republicans
have controlled the confirmation proc-
ess under President Bush. This total of
127 judges confirmed for President
Bush is more confirmations than the
Republicans allowed President Clinton
in all of 1995, 1996 and 1997—the 3 full
years of his last term. In those 3 years,
the Republican leadership in the Sen-
ate allowed only 111 judicial nominees
to be confirmed, which included only 18
circuit court judges. We have already
exceeded that total by 14 percent and
the circuit court total by 33 percent be-
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fore Memorial Day and with 7 months
remaining this year.

The fact is that when Democrats be-
came the Senate majority in the sum-
mer of 2001, we inherited 110 judicial
vacancies. Over the next 17 months, de-
spite constant criticism from the ad-
ministration, the Senate proceeded to
confirm 100 of President Bush’s nomi-
nees, including several who were divi-
sive and controversial, several who had
mixed peer review ratings from the
ABA and at least one who had been
rated not qualified. Despite the addi-
tional 40 vacancies that arose, we re-
duced judicial vacancies to 60, a level
below that termed ‘‘full employment”’
by Senator HATCH. Since the beginning
of this year, in spite of the Repub-
licans’ fixation on the President’s most
controversial nominations, we have
worked hard to reduce judicial vacan-
cies even further. As of today, the
number of judicial vacancies has been
reduced to 44 and is the lowest it has
been in 13 years. That is lower than at
any time during the entire 8 years of
the Clinton administration. We have
already reduced judicial vacancies
from 110 to 44, in 2 years. We have re-
duced the vacancy rate from 12.8 per-
cent to 5.1 percent, the lowest it has
been in the last two decades. With
some cooperation from the administra-
tion think of the additional progress
we could be making.

If the Senate did not confirm another
judicial nominee all year and simply
adjourned today, we would have treat-
ed President Bush more fairly and
would have acted on more of his judi-
cial nominees than Republicans did for
President Clinton in 1995 to 1997. In ad-
dition, the 44 vacancies on the Federal
courts around the country are signifi-
cantly lower than the 80 vacancies Re-
publicans left at the end of 1997. Of
course, the Senate is not adjourning
for the year and Chairman HATCH con-
tinues to hold hearings for Bush judi-
cial nominees at a rate of between two
and four times as many as he did for
President Clinton’s.

Unfortunately, far too many of this
President’s nominees raise serious con-
cerns about whether they will be fair
judges to all parties on all issues.
Those types of nominees should not be
rushed through the process. | invite the
President to work with us and to nomi-
nate more mainstream individuals with
proven records and bipartisan support.

———
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2003
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, | rise

today to speak about the need for hate
crimes legislation. On May 1, 2003, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and | introduced the
Local Law Enforcement Act, a bill that
would add new categories to current
hate crimes law, sending a signal that
violence of any kind is unacceptable in
our society.

I would like to describe a terrible
crime that occurred on February 22,
2003. An Arab-American teenager in
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Yorba Linda, CA, was badly beaten by
a group of teenagers with bats and golf
clubs who were yelling racial slurs. He
suffered head injuries, a broken jaw,
and stab wounds. Metal plates had to
be inserted into his face during recon-
structive surgery, and his jaw was
wired shut for nearly two months.

I believe that government’s first duty
is to defend it citizens, to defend them
against the harms that come out of
hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-
hancement Act is a symbol that can
become substance. | believe that by
passing this legislation and changing
current law, we can change hearts and
minds as well.

——
SENIOR HEALTH AND FITNESS

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, | rise as
chairman of the Senate Special Com-
mittee on Aging to discuss senior
health and fitness. May is Older Ameri-
cans Month and | feel that it is espe-
cially appropriate to mention two
events occurring this month that help
highlight healthy aging.

First, for the past 10 years, the last
Wednesday in May has been designated
as National Senior Health and Fitness
Day. This year is no different and on
Wednesday, May 28, 1,500 local organi-
zations in every State of the Union,
will again celebrate National Senior
Health and Fitness Day, the Nation’s
largest annual health promotion event
for older adults. Local organizations
will host a variety of activities tai-
lored to the needs and interests of their
communities. Last year these activi-
ties included health walks, health
screening, and a wide variety of other
events. National Senior Health and
Fitness Day is an excellent oppor-
tunity for seniors of all fitness levels
to take part in locally organized health
and fitness events. In my home State
of ldaho, the Southwest Idaho Area
Agency on Aging, the local YMCA, and
a host of other organizations have
teamed up to hold a walk in Boise.
Idaho seniors will walk anywhere from
2 years, to 2 miles, depending on the
participant’s ability, a reminder that
walking and being active are far more
important than how far or how fast we
travel.

Second, the 2003 Summer National
Senior Games, the Senior Olympics,
opens Monday, May 26, in Hampton
Roads, VA. An estimated 10,000 senior
athletes will come together to compete
in a wide variety of sporting events
ranging from horseshoes and shuffle-
board to track and field and the
triathlon. It is one of the largest
mutlisport athletic competitions in the
world. | especially salute the 15 Ida-
hoans who will be competing. The Sen-
ior Olympians are examples to all of
us.

The goals for Senior Day are to make
exercise fun, to increase awareness of
the benefits of a regular exercise pro-
gram for older adults, and to encourage
all older adults to take advantage of
the many health and fitness programs
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offered in their communities. As chair-
man of the Senate Special Committee
on Aging, | share these goals. It is im-
portant to highlight fitness and nutri-
tion for seniors as a way of life. This is
a concept that is very important to our
ever-growing aging population.

| salute all athletes participating in
the National Senior Games and all
those involved in the National Senior
Health and Fitness program in their
communities.

——————

SUNSHINE IN IRAQI RECONSTRUC-
TION CONTRACTING AMENDMENT

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, with the
adoption of my amendment as part of
the Defense authorization bill, the Sen-
ate is shining much needed sunshine on
the process of awarding contracts for
the reconstruction of Iraq. This amend-
ment will ensure that Congress and the
public will not be kept in the dark
about the billions of dollars of con-
tracts for reconstruction of Iraq that
have already been awarded or will be
awarded under the auspices of the De-
partment of Defense.

This amendment is also critical for
ensuring the taxpayers get the best
value for their money. An article in
yesterday’s Wall Street Journal con-
firms that the Senate has done the
right thing. The Journal reports that
in ‘“‘selecting subcontractors to help
with hundreds of millions of dollars in
repairs and rebuilding, the work Iis
gearing up under a cloud of politics and
distrust.”” The article goes on to say,
“Officially, the U.S. government is say-
ing the subcontractor awarding process
is going to be fair and open and that
nobody will be discriminated against
because of politics. But in unofficial
conversations, U.S. officials display
quite a different attitude.”

This latest report raises troubling
questions about how U.S. agencies and
their contractors are playing favorites
when it comes to awarding contracts
and subcontracts for Iraq reconstruc-
tion.

There are two primary reasons Amer-
ican taxpayers deserve additional de-
tails about what has been up until now
a closed bid process. First, there is a
lot of money on the line—a projected
$100 billion in taxpayer funds for re-
building. Second, the U.S. General Ac-
counting Office, GAO, has reported
that sole-source or limited-source con-
tracts usually aren’t the best buy. In
my view, the need for explanation in-
creases one hundred-fold if Federal
agencies are going to employ a process
that may expose taxpayers to addi-
tional cost.

Yet sole-source and limited-source
contracts seem to be the rule, not the
exception, for rebuilding Iraq. On
March 24, the Army Corps of Engineers
announced a sole-source contract to
control Iraqi oil fires. It was later re-
ported that the amount of that con-
tract was up to $7 billion. The details
of that contract have yet to be made
public.
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The U.S. Agency for International
Development, USAID, has also an-
nounced that it would limit competi-
tion to companies with demonstrated
technical ability, proven accounting
mechanisms, ability to field a qualified
technical team on short notice, and au-
thority to handle classified national se-
curity material. But when it came time
to actually award these contracts,
USAID ignored or circumvented the
Agency’s own publicly stated criteria
for limiting the pool of applicants.

Under the new structure for rebuild-
ing Iraq, these contracts will be over-
seen by the Office of Reconstruction
and Humanitarian Assistance in the
Department of Defense. In addition,
the Defense Department has awarded
and will continue to award its own con-
tracts for Iraq rebuilding.

So more than ever, | believe that if
the Federal Government chooses not to
use free market competition to get the
most reasonable price from the most
qualified contractor, then, at a min-
imum, they should have to tell the
American people why. Sunlight is the
best disinfectant—and the recent news
reports have shown the need for a
clearing of the air.

I do understand the argument that
these contracts need to be awarded
quickly. 1 do understand that in many
cases the companies receiving them
have a long history of international
work with USAID and other Federal
agencies. | simply believe that if the
need for speed can adequately justify
these closed-bid processes that may ex-
pose American taxpayers to additional
expenditures, then that justification
should be made public. That is why our
legislation says that any Federal enti-
ty bypassing competitive bidding for
Iraqi reconstruction projects has to re-
veal the justifying documents they
have prepared.

As it turns out, when it comes to
their contracts USAID even seems to
think that sunlight is a pretty good
policy. One of the requirements for the
$680 million contract with the main
U.S. contractor for Iraq reconstruction
Bechtel, requires that it justify to
USAID any subcontract awarded with-
out open bids. If USAID can ask that of
its main contractor, surely the Amer-
ican people can make the same demand
of Federal agencies awarding these
contracts.

According to news reports, in 1999,
USAID’s own inspector general re-
ported that at that time USAID’s eval-
uation program didn’t provide suffi-
cient assurance that they were picking
the best contractors. Although a fol-
low-up report indicated some improve-
ment, | think that is an argument in
and of itself to insist on disclosure of
the facts.

Here is my bottom line: There are
too many questions and the stakes are
too high for Congress not to demand
public disclosure of this information.
The American people are footing the
bill for repairs in Iraq that they often
can’t get in their own cities and towns
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on U.S. soil. The least Federal agencies
can do is be a little clearer about who
is getting the money and why.

I am pleased to be joined by a distin-
guished and bipartisan group of col-
leagues in this effort. | particularly
thank the chair of the Government Af-
fairs Committee, Senator COLLINS of
Maine. As chair of the committee that
oversees contracting legislation, she is
an expert in procurement law, a real
authority on the very issue addressed
by this bill. Her qualities of leadership
on the committee and incredible pro-
ficiency on this topic give me great
confidence that this bill is the right
move for our constituents, the right
move for the Senate, and the right
move for America. | thank her for her
support and participation in this effort.

I am also indebted to the other co-
sponsors of this legislation—Senator
CLINTON, Senator BYRD, Senator
LIEBERMAN, Senator LAUTENBERG, and
Senator HARKIN. In particular, Senator
CLINTON has been a strong and stead-
fast voice on this issue. | appreciate
her support and the support of all the
COSponsors.

———

INTRODUCTION OF THE WOMEN’S
SMALL BUSINESS PROGRAMS IM-
PROVEMENT ACT OF 2003

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, women
business owners do not get the recogni-
tion they deserve for their contribution
to our economy: 18 million Americans
would be without jobs today if it
weren’t for these entrepreneurs who
had the courage and the vision to
strike out on their own. For 18 years,
as a member of the Senate Committee
on Small Business and Entrepreneur-
ship, | have worked to increase the op-
portunities for these enterprising
women in a variety of ways, leading to
greater earning power, financial inde-
pendence and asset accumulation.
These are more than words. For these
women, it means having a bank ac-
count, buying a home, sending their
children to college, calling the shots.

As the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Small Business and Entre-
preneurship, | rise today to say a few
words about a bill that my colleague
on the committee, our chair, Senator
SNOWE, intends to introduce today, the
Women’s Small Business Programs Im-
provement Act.

First, however, | commend Senator
SNowe for taking this first step in
crafting legislation that addresses
many of the problems faced by women
entrepreneurs in receiving assistance
through the SBA’s programs designed
to assist them. | applaud Senator
SNowke for working diligently on these
issues and for giving women business
owners such attention in this SBA Re-
authorization process.

Second, | express my sincere and
steadfast support for the growing com-
munity of women entrepreneurs across
the Nation and for the invaluable pro-
grams at the SBA that provide women
with the tools they need to succeed in
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business. As a longtime advocate for
women entrepreneurs and SBA’s pro-
grams, my record in support of the
SBA’s women’s programs and for
women business owners speaks for
itself. 1 have continually fought for in-
creased funding of the women’s pro-
grams at the SBA, for sustaining and
expanding the women’s business cen-
ters, for adequately staffing and im-
proving the National Women’s Business
Council, and for giving women entre-
preneurs their deserved representation
within the Federal procurement proc-
ess, to name a few. With respect to
laws assisting women-owned busi-
nesses, | have been proud to either in-
troduce the underlying legislation or
advocate strongly to ensure their pas-
sage and adequate funding.

Today, it is my sincere regret that |
cannot sponsor this bill. Senator
SNowe and | both support these pro-
grams, agree on many of the changes
needed to strengthen these programs,
and we have worked together on these
issues for many years. However, having
only received a copy of the bill this
morning, | have not had adequate time
to review the proposal and to vet it
with the women’s business experts that
represent the women and the busi-
nesses that will be affected by these
proposed changes.

One example of a troublesome provi-
sion in the proposal is its treatment of
existing women’s business centers.
When our committee was considering
my 1999 legislation on this subject, the
Women’s Business Centers Sustain-
ability Act, | fought to secure a nation-
wide infrastructure of Women’s Busi-
ness Centers that was in jeopardy be-
cause their matching grants from the
SBA for the most experienced centers
were going to expire. The sustain-
ability legislation allowed 29 Women’s
Business Centers to continue to oper-
ate, serving together with new centers
85,000 women-owned business just in
2002. In this new bill, Senator SNowe
proposes to build on the success of that
law by making the existing centers
permanent, and | fully support this. If
we had written the bill jointly, I would
have done exactly the same.

While | praise Senator SNOwWE for rec-
ognizing the success of centers oper-
ating with sustainability grants and
the need to make them permanent, I
understand her legislation will also es-
tablish a process that may create addi-
tional and unnecessary administration
burdens and costs—thus hindering the
centers’ ability to deliver critical serv-
ices to eager entrepreneurs. In some
cases, this may cause existing Women’s
business Centers to close their doors,
eliminating access to women business
owners in those locales to critical serv-
ices. This and other key issues need to
be carefully addressed, and | look for-
ward to working with Senator SNOWE
and other members of our Committee
to do so.

I am not alone in my reservations.
Just yesterday, both the Association of
Women’s Business Centers and the Na-
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tional Women’s Business Council, while
still endorsing many of the bill’s con-
cepts, expressed concerns about its de-
tails and their desire to work together
to craft a bill that addresses those con-
cerns and accomplishes our mutual
goal for these important women’s ini-
tiatives.

Once we have had an opportunity to
thoroughly examine today’s bill, I am
confident that all the Democratic
members of our Committee stand ready
to do just that.

——
GRANTS TO HIRE FIREFIGHTERS
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | rise

today to thank my colleagues, espe-
cially Chairman WARNER and Senator
LEVIN, for their support in approving
amendment No. 785 that | offered to
help America’s firefighters and ensure
that our Nation will be prepared to re-
spond to future acts of terrorism,
should they occur. The amendment,
which was approved by the Senate yes-
terday as part of the Department of
Defense Authorization Act, will au-
thorize the creation of a grant initia-
tive to help local governments hire the
firefighters they need to address the
threat of terrorism and the dangers
posed by more ordinary crises.

This amendment, Senate Amendment
No. 785, is nearly identical to the Staff-
ing for Adequate Fire and Emergency
Response, SAFER, Act, which 1 am
pleased to have co-authored with the
distinguished Senator and chairman of
the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee—Mr. WARNER. | am happy to
say that this amendment has enjoyed
strong support on both sides of the
aisle.

The amendment | offered will help
ensure that America’s local fire agen-
cies have the human resources they
need to meet the challenge of an ex-
tended war against terrorism. The
amendment authorizes the President to
provide up to $3 billion in firefighter
staffing grants to State and local gov-
ernments over the next 3 years. These
grants will provide a portion of the sal-
ary for new firefighters hired by State
and local agencies.

Many of us in Congress have long un-
derstood that America’s firefighters
make extraordinary contributions to
their communities every day. But on
September 11, 2001, we got a glimpse of
the larger role that the men and
women of the fire service play. The Na-
tional role of our firefighters has be-
come apparent and our firefighters
have made the Nation proud.

After September 11, we know that
America needs its firefighters to be
better prepared to respond to delib-
erate acts of mass destruction. The fire
service needs to be better prepared to
deal with acts of bioterrorism and it
needs to be prepared to help save peo-
ple who have been attacked with toxic
chemical weapons. In short, America’s
fire departments need to be prepared
for what once seemed unthinkable.

Despite the increasingly important
role firefighters play as part of our Na-
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tional homeland defense system, com-
munities over the years have not been
able to maintain the level of staffing
necessary to ensure the safety of the
public of our firefighters themselves.
Since 1970, the number of firefighters
as a percentage of the U.S. workforce
has steadily declined and the budget
crises that our State and local govern-
ments are now enduring have only
made matters worse. Across the coun-
try today, firefighter staffing is being
cut and fire stations are even being
closed because of State and local budg-
et shortfalls.

That is not to say that we haven’t
made progress—we have. In recent
years, the Federal Government has rec-
ognized that it can and should be a bet-
ter partner with local firefighters. In
2000, my colleagues Senator DEWINE,
Senator LEVIN, Senator WARNER, and |
worked successfully on this floor to
help create the FIRE Act. The FIRE
Act was the first Federal grant pro-
gram explicitly designed to help fire
departments throughout America ob-
tain better equipment, improved train-
ing, and much needed personnel. Since
September 11, 2001, Congress and the
administration have provided billions
of dollars to help local firefighters pur-
chase equipment and training to re-
spond to acts of terrorism, accidental
fires, chemical spills, and natural dis-
asters. Over the last 2 years, the Fed-
eral FIRE Act grant initiative has pro-
vided nearly $%2 billion in direct assist-
ance to local fire departments across
the country and will provide another
$750 million this year. We are begin-
ning to significantly improve the qual-
ity of the equipment available to fire-
fighters in every State and in commu-
nities large and small.

Today, with passage of the SAFER
provision, we have taken a giant step
forward toward improving staffing con-
ditions for America’s fire service. The
need for this legislation is abundantly
clear. Currently two-thirds of all fire
departments operate with inadequate
staffing. Experts believe that previous
hiring limitations and the increased
demands for first responder services
have resulted in a shortage of 85,000
firefighters.

According to a ‘“‘Needs Assessment
Study” recently released by the U.S.
Fire Administration, USFA, and the
National Fire Protection Association,
NFPA, understaffing contributes to
enormous problems. For example,
USFA and NFPA have found that only
11 percent of our Nation’s fire depart-
ments have the personnel and equip-
ment they need to respond to a build-
ing collapse involving 50 or more occu-
pants. | am delighted that the Senate
has taken steps to address these prob-
lems and, again, | thank my colleagues
for joining me in this important effort.

In closing, let me say that this legis-
lation honors America’s firefighters. It
acknowledges the men and women who
charge up the stairs while everybody
else is running down. But it does more
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than that. This legislation is an invest-
ment in America’s security, an invest-
ment to ensure the safety of our fire-
fighters, our families, our homes, and
our businesses.

Both the International Association of
Firefighters and the International As-
sociation of Fire Chiefs have expressed
their strong support for this legisla-
tion.

————
MCI/WORLDCOM

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, | rise
today to express my grave concerns
about the actions of MCI/Worldcom.
MCI committed fraud on a scale that is
offensive. It deceived everyone—its em-
ployees and retirees, its shareholders
and State and Federal officials. The
SEC took a step in the right direction
by punishing this company with the
largest fine in corporate history.

But | fear the rest of the Federal
Government may not be following the
lead of the SEC. For example, | under-
stand that MCI has been given a con-
tract, valued between $23 to $35 mil-
lion, to build advanced wireless net-
works in Iraqg. The Federal Government
should not be rewarding bad actors
with precious government contracts.

Other press reports indicate MCI is
also using the Tax Code to reap bene-
fits that should not be available to
companies that have committed such
egregious fraud. | urge the Senate Fi-
nance Committee to investigate these
allegations as soon as possible.

————
CONSTITUTION DAY

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, each and
every Member of the Senate has taken
an oath to uphold and protect the sa-
cred document that has guided Our na-
tion well over 200 years: the Constitu-
tion. Indeed, we all hold the Constitu-
tion near and dear to our hearts here in
the Senate, and yet | rise today to let
my colleagues know that the students
of Lynchburg-Clay High School in
Highland County, OH, have done us one
better.

You see, | received several letters
late last year from students at Lynch-
burg-Clay High School asking me a
simple question: “Why don’t we have a
holiday to pay tribute to the Constitu-
tion?”” We have commemorative days
to celebrate a great many things in
this country, but amazingly enough,
we don’t have one to honor what is one
of our Nation’s greatest contributions
to democracy. The students at Lynch-
burg-Clay High School set out to
change that, and | was honored to re-
cently introduce a resolution, cospon-
sored by my friend and colleague from
Utah, Senator HATCH, to give life to
the idea these student wrote to me
about not long ago. I am very pleased
that yesterday my Senate colleagues
agreed to pass this very important res-
olution.

Our resolution is simple: It recog-
nizes the special place the Constitution
has in our National history, as well as
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the extremely vital role it continues to
play today. Also, it formally designates
September 17, 2003, as ‘‘Constitution
Day.” September 17th, of course,
marks the anniversary of the day in
1787 when 39 brave men signed the final
draft of the Constitution at the final
meeting of the convention.

An appropriate tribute to the Con-
stitution requires more than simply at-
taching a name to a day on the cal-
endar, however. The students from
Lynchburg-clay High School wrote to
me, one of the two Senators rep-
resenting them in the Senate and one
of 20 Ohioans fortunate enough to serve
on their behalf in Congress, about their
respect for the Constitution. In doing
so, the students embraced exactly the
kind of democratic values and citizen
involvement that the Constitution
stands for, and | congratulate them for
their effort.

It is my intention that by passing
this resolution, many more Americans
might come to learn about the Con-
stitution, and that as a result, their
love and respect for the Constitution
might come to match that held by the
fine students and fellow Ohioans at
Lynchburg-Clay High School.

———

SENATOR AND MRS. ROBERT C.
BYRD’S SIXTY-SIXTH ANNIVER-
SARY

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
today | would like to congratulate Sen-
ator and Mrs. ROBERT C. BYRD on their
66th anniversary, which they will cele-
brate on May 29. What a wonderful oc-
casion this is—a truly joyous celebra-
tion.

Senator and Mrs. BYRD’s devotion to
one another is truly powerful. In a
world that is far from old-fashioned,
they have shown that old-fashioned
dedication and commitment can go a
long way. The Byrds have risen from
humble beginnings, and proven to our
State and country that honesty and de-
votion comes first. Senator BYRD said
earlier this year on the Senate floor,
“There are only two duties that will
exceed my duties in the Senate. One is
my duty to God and the second is duty
to my family. | think my duty is to my
wife.” Many of us heard this speech
and were struck by that line. We know
that with Erma’s recent illness, Sen-
ator BYRD on occasion had to request
an absence from the Senate to be by
the side of his lifelong sweetheart. The
devotion he has shown to Erma is
plain, and these last few weeks have
simply been an extension of 60-plus
years of love between these two people.
This couple is a real gift to the State of
West Virginia. We are more than lucky
to have them as leaders of our State.

I have had the honor of serving in the
Senate with Senator BYRD for the last
18 years, and in that time | have had
the pleasure of getting to know Erma
as well. Erma is a positively delightful
woman. Senator and Mrs. BYRD’s dedi-
cation to one another is genuine and
should be inspiring to us all. They have
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been devoted to one another from an
early age. In recalling his high school
days when he got a candy from a class-
mate to give to his sweetheart Erma,
Senator BYRD said, ““‘lI never chewed the
gum; | never ate the candy. But when
the classes changed, | found Erma in
the hall and gave her that candy and
chewing gum. | never told her someone
had given it to me, but that’s the way
you court a girl—with another boy’s
bubble gum.” Erma and their family
has been the top priority in the Sen-
ator’s life from the start.

When the valedictorian of Mark
Train High School married his sweet-
heart, Erma Ora James, in May of 1937,
no one knew that the coal miner’s
daughter and adopted young boy would
together become one of the most influ-
ential couples in the history of West
Virginia. Even though Senator BYRD
could not afford to go to college, he
persisted as a young West Virginian
working for his family—pumping gas,
working as a produce salesman, and
serving his country as a shipbuilder
and welder. Mrs. Byrd became the head
of the family’s finances, and the glue
that held their household together as
she remains today. Starting as a fam-
ily of two, the couple worked together
to succeed.

While Senator BYRD was spending
endless hours at the Capitol building
serving his State and country, Mrs.
Byrd raised their two lovely daughters,
Mona and Marjorie. To this day, Mrs.
Byrd continues to remain the strong-
hold in her family, proudly helping to
raise their six grandchildren, and three
great-granddaughters. Mrs. Byrd quiet-
ly stays out of the spotlight , and in-
stead focuses on her responsibilities as
a wife, mother, grandmother, and
great-grandmother. Senator BYRD once
said, ‘““She [Erma] has been my anchor
all of these years. | don’t know what |
would have amounted to if it wasn’t for
her steadfastness, her integrity, her
strength,” It is evident that the Sen-
ator and Mrs. BYRD have so much re-
spect for one another, and enjoy their
lives together every day. Senator and
Mrs. BYRD have devoted their lives to
better their family and fellow West
Virginians. They have proven that
working together as a team, husband
and wife, can accomplish so much.

It is positively refreshing to see such
an amazing couple recognized for their
leadership and because of their caring.
They truly exemplify a loving and
happy marriage. The BYRDs are both
leaders, grandparents, and great-grand-
parents, and compassionate and honor-
able West Virginians. Senator and Mrs.
BYRD have set a great standard. Please
join me in congratulating this wonder-
ful couple on their 66th year together.

———

SALUTE TO LIBERTY: MANY
JOURNEYS, ONE DREAM
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, |
would like to take this opportunity to
highlight the achievements and experi-
ences of Asian Pacific Americans in
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our country. Asian Pacific American
Heritage month, observed during the
month of May, celebrates the diverse
cultures represented by the over 13 mil-
lion Americans of Asian and Pacific Is-
land heritage in our country. The
theme for this year’s APA month, ‘“‘Sa-
lute to Liberty: Many Journeys, One
Dream’ represents Asian Pacific Amer-
icans’ diverse paths to achieving their
goals. In New Jersey, where Asians are
the fastest growing racial group, this
month is particularly significant.
Asian Pacific Americans in my State
play important roles such as educating
our students, owning small businesses,
working on new technologies, and hold-
ing public office.

The difficult journeys of Asian Pa-
cific Americans include the Chinese la-
borers who built our Nation’s railroads,
Japanese Americans who were sent to
internment camps during WWII, refu-
gees from Vietnam and other South-
east Asian nations, immigrants from
the Indian subcontinent, and Filipino
farm workers. Despite the great obsta-
cles faced on these journeys, Asian Pa-
cific Americans have accomplished a
great deal and have made major con-
tributions to our country.

First and foremost, | would like to
recognize the service of Asian Pacific
Americans in our Armed Forces, espe-
cially as we celebrate Memorial Day.
The history of Asian Pacific Americans
in military service stretches from Wil-
liam Ah Hang, who enlisted in the U.S.
Navy during the Civil War, to the more
than 25,000 Japanese Americans who
served during World War Il, to the
young APA men and women fighting
terrorism today. In particular, 1 would
like for us to remember Lance Cor-
porate Alan Dinh Lam, a 19 year old
Vietnamese-American  from North
Carolina and Corporal Kempahoom A.
Chanawongse, a 22 year old Thai-Amer-
ican who moved from Thailand to Con-
necticut at age 9. These two young men
recently gave their lives for our coun-
try during the war with Iraqg.

I would also like to take this oppor-
tunity to acknowledge the contribu-
tions of Asian Pacific Americans in
space exploration. Kalpana Chawla was
the first Indian-American woman to go
into space. Although she lost her life
during the recent space shuttle Colum-
bia disaster, Ms. Chawla will be re-
membered for her work in the field of
aerospace engineering. Currently, an-
other Asian Pacific American, Eric Lu,
is working on the International Space
Station. His work is certain to inspire

many young men and women inter-
ested in space.
The brave men and woman | men-

tioned today are only a small example
of the difficult endeavors undertaken
by Asian Pacific Americans. It is my
hope that recognizing the heritage and
accomplishments of Asian Pacific
Americans will inspire the next genera-
tion to embark upon challenging jour-
neys and reach their dreams.
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BETTY BROWN CASEY

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, Wash-
ington is, without a doubt, one of the
most beautiful cities in our country. It
is also a city rich in history and cul-
tural advantages.

Many people have, over the years,
added to Washington’s achievements
and glories. One very special person
who has done that is Betty Brown
Casey. | have had the opportunity to
meet Mrs. Casey because my wife,
Marcelle, serves on the Board of the
Washington Opera. Mrs. Casey has been
one of the greatest supporters the
Washington Opera has ever known

On Sunday, April 13, Mrs. Casey
threw a party for the Washington
Opera. This will go down as one of the
greatest and most memorable parties
thrown in this city. Marcelle and |
were fortunate to attend, and when we
left Washington before dawn the next
morning, we had the joy of reading
Roxanne Roberts’ article about Mrs.
Casey, titled ‘“Phenom of the Opera.”

I hope my fellow Senators will enjoy
this as much as | did, and | ask unani-
mous consent that this article about
this extraordinarily generous woman
be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 14, 2003]
PHENOM OF THE OPERA; PATRON BETTY BROWN
CASEY GIVES A PARTY
(By Roxanne Roberts)

As fairy godmothers go, Betty Brown
Casey is pretty nice to have on your team.

The low-key philanthropist has a passion
for the Washington Opera, a passion that has
translated into millions in donations and
support for the organization. Last night
Casey threw a gala concert for 2,500 fellow
lovers of the opera—and picked up the entire
tab herself.

“We’re here to say thank you to all of you
for all the years in the Washington Opera
family,”” she told the audience. Casey ticked
off a list of the thankees: Volunteers, staff,
board members, subscribers and ‘‘those of
you who sat—year after year—quietly, pa-
tiently and resignedly, in seats next to those
who loved opera—and you didn’t. ‘“Long-suf-
fering husbands in tuxedos broke into huge
grins as knowing laughter rippled through
DAR Constitution Hall.

The program included mezzo-soprano
Denyce Graves, soprano Veronica Villarroel,
bass Rene Pape, conductor Valery Gergiev
and the Three Mo’ Tenors. (Artistic Director
Placido Domingo was scheduled to conduct
and sing at the gala, but was sidelined by
stomach flu.)

“Tonight is wonderful,” said Betty Vertiz,
a Washington Opera subscriber since the
1960s. ““We even like our seats!”’

Three generations of her family attended
the gala: husband Oscar Vertiz, his daughter
Virginia Cameron and granddaughter Carrie
Gouskos. “It’s nice for people who are faith-
ful to the opera to feel they’re appreciated,”
she said.

All because Casey wanted to do ‘‘some-
thing nice’” after the risky move to Constitu-
tion Hall, the Washington Opera’s temporary
home this year while the Kennedy Center
Opera House undergoes renovations. The cost
of last night’s soiree? ““It’s a private party,”
she demurred, but a savvy eye would chalk
up seven figures.
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““She’s been the absolute soul of the com-
pany,” Domingo said last week. ““She always
wants to do more and thank anybody who’s
been involved with the company in any ca-
pacity.”

Casey, sitting nearby, flushed with embar-
rassment. The philanthropist shrinks from
anything that smacks of self-promotion, and
agreed to speak to a reporter only to high-
light the contributions of everybody else.

“It’s just that this company went through
some hard times and there were many, many
people who worked very hard to not only
keep us going and to make us better and bet-
ter over the years. | just felt it was a good
time to say thank you to Placido—who has
been the real spark plug for everything that
has happened to us—and to everybody. We
really feel like a family, so | felt we should
have a family reunion.”’

Casey, 75, has had a soft spot for opera
since she was a teenager. “‘lI just love the
music,”” she said with a smile. *“I get into the
music and I’'m just there. Terrible as it may
seem, Placido, there are times when | don’t
care who’s singing. | just love the music.”

Luckily for the opera, Casey is in a posi-
tion to nurture that love. After 31 years of
marriage to legendary Maryland developer
Eugene Bernard Casey, she inherited an es-
tate of more than $200 million when he died
in 1986. She has led a very private life since
then, quietly doling out donations to her pet

projects.
“l just think that everybody in life does
what they can do,” she said. “I’'m naturally

shy, and I'm just more comfortable when
people don’t think | do anything—because |
don’t feel like | do. I only do things that |
really believe in, |1 only do things that | can
afford, and | don’t do things | ask other peo-
ple to give to. | don’t start something and
then ask other people to give me money to
do that project. So | don’t try to bother any-
body, so to speak.”’

“Betty knows, and some of us, we know
it,”” said Domingo. ‘“And that’s enough.”’

Her support is funneled through the Eu-
gene B. Casey Foundation to the Salvation
Army, Suburban Hospital, George Wash-
ington University and Georgetown Univer-
sity and its hospital. She generated more
than a few headlines when she offered to
build an official residence for the District’s
mayor on a 1l17-acre estate in Northwest
Washington, and created a $50 million en-
dowment to plant and tend the city’s trees.

Casey has a special affection for the Wash-
ington Opera. She joined the board in 1974
and has been a member ever since; she now
holds the title of life chairman. In 1996, she
spent $18 million to buy the Woodward &
Lothrop building with the idea of converting
it into a state-of-the-art opera house in the
heart of downtown Washington. When the
opera decided to remain at the Kennedy Cen-
ter instead, the company was allowed to sell
the building and keep the profits.

““She’s terrific,” said Opera President Mi-
chael Sonnenreich. ““She’s stepped up and ex-
hibited a leadership role for the opera be-
yond financial. She’s setting examples for
others to follow.”

Last night’s gala comes after the com-
pany’s successful move to Constitution
Hall—an artistic experiment that, so far, has
generated praise from critics and subscriber