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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:15 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable HARRY 
REID, a Senator from the State of Ne-
vada. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
prayer will be offered by the guest 
Chaplain, the Reverend Dr. Priscilla 
Felisky Whitehead of The Church by 
the Sea, Bal Harbour, FL. 

PRAYER 
The guest Chaplain offered the fol-

lowing prayer: 
Let us pray. 
Good and giving God, we come hum-

bly before You on this new day, first 
with gratitude: for the gift of life itself, 
and the gift of another day; for the gift 
of this great country which strives to 
become all it can be—a beacon of free-
dom, hope, compassion, peace, and jus-
tice for all; for the gift and privilege of 
Your call to faithful service in this 
place, and the opportunities to make a 
lasting difference. 

And then we come before You with 
humility as we prepare for the tasks 
before us today, for we know we need 
wisdom and strength and vision from 
beyond ourselves. 

Give us courage to set aside purely 
personal or partisan political agendas 
in favor of what is truly the common 
good; give us ears attuned to the voices 
of those who fear they have no voice, 
whose faith in our country, and us, is a 
reminder of our sacred obligations; and 
especially give us open hearts, ever at-
tentive to Your presence and still 
small voice calling us to do what is 
right and worthy of people who have 
already been given so much. 

Hear our prayer as gratefully and 
humbly we offer this day, and our-
selves, to You for Your guidance and 
blessing. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The Honorable HARRY REID led the 

Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 
I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 

United States of America, and to the Repub-

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

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, June 21, 2001. 
To the Senate: 

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

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

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

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
CARNAHAN). The Senator from Nevada. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Madam President, on be-
half of Majority Leader DASCHLE, I an-
nounce that the time between now and 
9:30 will be evenly divided between the 
two parties on the motion to proceed 
to the Patients’ Bill of Rights. Fol-
lowing the vote on the motion to pro-
ceed, there will be approximately 2 
hours for debate equally divided be-
tween the two leaders or their des-
ignees. At 12 noon, Senator LOTT or his 
designee will be recognized to offer the 
first amendment on the Patients’ Bill 
of Rights. We are going to conclude 
consideration of this bill prior to the 
Fourth of July recess. We hope we 
make good progress today. All Sen-
ators should expect to work into the 
evening tonight. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

BIPARTISAN PATIENT PROTEC-
TION ACT—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to S. 1052, which the clerk will 
report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A motion to proceed to the bill (S. 1052) to 

amend the Public Health Service Act and the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974 to protect consumers in managed care 
plans and other health coverage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 9:30 
a.m. shall be equally divided between 
the managers of the bill or their des-
ignees. 

Who yields time? The Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, as 
I understand, the time between 9:20 and 
9:30 is evenly divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. That is the order. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 5 min-
utes. 

Madam President, this is a very im-
portant day in the lives of families 
across this country. Today we are ad-
dressing one of the principal concerns 
of families from Maine to Florida, from 
the State of Washington to California, 
and the heart of the Nation. That is, 
are we going to make sure that medical 
decisions, decisions being made by doc-
tors, nurses, and families, are going to 
be the final decisions in terms of treat-
ment and care for those particular pa-
tients? That is what the issue is all 
about. 

As all of us have seen, we have count-
less examples where those decisions are 
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being overridden by HMOs and bureau-
crats and bean counters. They are 
making medical judgments, effectively 
practicing medicine, which they are 
clearly not qualified to do. As we have 
seen in the Senate with countless illus-
trations, that just about every Member 
has shared, they have caused enormous 
damage to, and sometimes even cost 
the lives of, these patients. 

The protections we stand for are rea-
sonable. They are sensible. They are 
common sense. When we get to the de-
bate on this issue, we will have a 
chance to review them. 

We have waited 5 long years since 
this legislation was introduced to come 
to this day. We have not had the oppor-
tunity to the present time. We have 
had 14 days of hearings. We have the 
support of more than 800 organizations. 
There are few, if any, medical organiza-
tions which represent children, women, 
parents, the disabled, or any of the 
other patients organizations, that do 
not support the proposal which has 
been introduced by Senators MCCAIN, 
EDWARDS, myself, and others. We take 
heart that we are advocating for the 
doctors and nurses in America. They 
have committed themselves to help 
those in need, and have acquired the 
skill and training to make a difference 
in the lives of these patients. 

The fact is, this should not be a par-
tisan issue. It is not. It is bipartisan in 
the Senate, and it is bipartisan in the 
House. We welcome our friends on the 
other side to join with us. As was men-
tioned previously, the essential aspect 
of this legislation has been supported 
by 63 Republicans in the House of Rep-
resentatives. There are important lead-
ers in the Republican Party, including 
Dr. NORWOOD, who have led this cru-
sade in the House and continue to do 
so. 

This bill is bipartisan, and has the 
virtual unanimity of the medical pro-
fessions and patient organizations be-
hind it. It comes with a series of rec-
ommendations which are common 
sense in their nature, and effectively 
holds the HMOs liable if they take ac-
tion that is going to cause injury. This 
is an important formula for good qual-
ity health care in America. 

As we have said so often, when we 
have effective accountability and effec-
tive liability, these provisions are rare-
ly used. We have seen this in recent ex-
amples from California and Texas. 
What they do reflect is additional qual-
ity protections when they are included 
in the law. 

That is what we are interested in. 
Those of us who are supporting this 
measure know what it is all about: It is 
for the care and protection of patients. 
We have had a chance to examine it. 
This issue has been studied, restudied, 
and studied again. 

I look forward to a strong vote at the 
appointed hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, how 
much time do we have on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 
minutes. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I rise 
to support the commitment, the vote 
we will take in a few minutes, to pro-
ceed. 

As the Senator from Massachusetts 
said, America is ready for strong pa-
tient protections. America is ready to 
hold HMOs accountable when they are 
making medical decisions. The debate 
that will ensue today and will take 
some time, I believe, is an important 
one to the American people because all 
170 million people who receive their 
health care through employer-spon-
sored plans will be affected. All of 
them are going to pay more money for 
their premiums because of the legisla-
tion on the floor. 

These are new rights, new protec-
tions. We will see a bill that will be ul-
timately signed by the President, I am 
confident of it, if it is a bill that is bal-
anced, that respects this balance which 
all Americans deserve—the balance be-
tween accountability and patients’ 
rights. 

We do need to get the HMOs out of 
the business of practicing medicine. 
There is no question the pendulum has 
swung over the last 10 to 15 years to 
the point that HMOs have gone too far 
and gotten away from medical deci-
sionmaking, medical decisionmaking 
being made locally with the doctor-pa-
tient relationship. Now it is time to 
swing that pendulum back. 

We need to hold HMOs accountable 
for decisions they make that are med-
ical decisions. We need to return that 
decisionmaking back to the doctor-pa-
tient relationship. At the same time, 
we can’t unnecessarily pass mandates 
that don’t add protections, that drive 
the cost of premiums up, that drive the 
cost of health care up to all 170 million 
Americans out there unnecessarily be-
cause that does drive people to the 
ranks of the uninsured. 

We know if you don’t have insurance, 
you don’t have access to as good qual-
ity of care. It is that balance that I am 
very hopeful we can achieve in the Sen-
ate. 

As the Senator from Massachusetts 
said, it is not a partisan issue; it 
should not be. The President of the 
United States, a Republican, is leading 
on this issue with the principles he put 
forth in February. The lead sponsor of 
the Kennedy bill is a Republican, Sen-
ator MCCAIN. The lead sponsor of the 
Breaux-Frist-Jeffords bill is a Repub-
lican. It is a nonpartisan issue, as we 
reach out to get patients the protec-
tions they deserve. 

The time element we will be dis-
cussing because, although people say 
we debated this over and over, we have 
not debated these liability provisions. 
We did not mark up, so-called mark up, 
these liability provisions in the Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee. The last hearings we held on 
patient protection legislation were 2 
years ago, and that was on the Jeffords 
bill that did not have liability or suing 
HMOs in it at all. What we will have 
over the next several weeks, for the 
first time on the floor of the Senate, is 
a debate on a bill that was introduced 

last Thursday, beginning the discus-
sion on liability. 

Very quickly, let me illustrate what 
this entails because it is complex, as 
we go forward. 

Madam President, how much time do 
I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A minute 
22 seconds. 

Mr. FRIST. This chart is an outline 
of the McCain-Edwards-Kennedy cov-
erage determination and liability proc-
ess. I have started to walk through it 
as it was in the bill introduced last 
Thursday. As you can see, it is quite 
complex. We are going to have to go 
through the internal appeals process, 
the external appeals process, and 
march through and see how much li-
ability should be at the Federal level, 
how much should be at the State level, 
and should you go back and forth from 
Federal to State. 

Those are the issues we are going to 
have to debate as we look at how the 
whole HMO is accountable. I encourage 
my colleagues to vote in favor of pro-
ceeding so we can engage in the debate 
and improve the underlying bill. 

With that, I look forward to the first 
amendment at about noon today as we 
go forward. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, 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 

motion. The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Kentucky (Mr. MCCON-
NELL) and the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. MCCONNELL) would vote ‘‘aye.’’ 

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

The result was announced—yeas 98, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 193 Leg.] 

YEAS—98 

Akaka 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Cochran 

Collins 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
Dayton 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 

Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
Mikulski 
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Miller 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 

Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 

Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Inhofe McConnell 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. REID. I move to reconsider the 

vote by which the motion was agreed 
to. 

Mr. GREGG. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
on rollcall vote No. 193, I was unavoid-
ably detained and was unable to cast a 
vote. If I had been present, I would 
have voted in the affirmative on the 
motions to proceed. 

f 

BIPARTISAN PATIENT 
PROTECTION ACT 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the title of the bill. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1052) to amend the Public Health 

Service Act and the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974 to protect con-
sumers in managed care plans and other 
health coverage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 12 
noon shall be for debate only, with the 
time to be equally divided between the 
two leaders or their designees. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, this has 
been cleared with both the managers of 
the bill and the two leaders: I ask 
unanimous consent the first half hour 
be that of the majority, the second half 
hour be that of the minority, the third 
half hour be that of the majority, and 
the fourth half hour be that of the mi-
nority. 

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

Mr. REID. That works out almost 
perfectly. It is almost 10 o’clock now. 

Is that order entered? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

order has been entered. 
Who yields time? 
Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield such time as 

the Senator desires. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, after 

years of delay—and I want to empha-
size years of delay—and blocking of 
consideration of this legislation, this 
important issue, the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights, we are now, finally, going to 
take up this issue. I am very pleased to 
hear of the new-found commitment on 
the part of those who had blocked con-
sideration of this legislation to seeing 
this legislation through to its comple-
tion. I point out again, it is long over-

due that we address this issue. I am 
glad we are going to address it in a for-
mat where amendments are offered, we 
have debate, and votes are taken with-
out filibustering and without obfusca-
tion of the issue. 

There are important issues, there are 
important negotiations, and important 
amendments that need to be discussed 
and debated. Again, I appreciate the 
commitment on the part of those who 
blocked—who blocked—consideration 
of this legislation for years on the floor 
of the Senate and am pleased to be 
bringing this issue to a conclusion. I 
applaud the majority leader who has 
stated we will not leave for the Fourth 
of July recess until we resolve this 
issue and have a final vote on it. I be-
lieve it deserves that attention. I hope 
all of my colleagues will devote their 
efforts and good-faith energies towards 
resolving it. 

Our personal health and the health of 
our loved ones is the most valuable 
thing we possess. Unfortunately, we 
often take good health for granted 
until tragedy strikes and the health or 
well-being of a family member is jeop-
ardized by disease, accident, or infir-
mities associated with aging. 

When one of us or a loved one be-
comes ill, the obstacles of daily life be-
come insignificant in comparison to 
ensuring the best health care services 
are available to our families. 

Unfortunately, too many Americans 
are powerless when faced with a health 
care crisis in their personal life. Too 
many Americans have had important, 
life-altering medical decisions micro- 
managed by business people rather 
than medical professionals. Too many 
Americans believe they have no access 
to quality care or cannot receive the 
necessary medical treatment rec-
ommended by their personal physician. 

Many Americans work hard and live 
on strict budgets so they can afford 
health insurance coverage for their 
family. But the moment they need it, 
they are confronted with obstacles lim-
iting which services are available to 
them. They are confronted by frus-
trating bureaucratic hoops; and con-
fronted by health plans that provide 
little, if any, opportunity for patients 
to redress grievances. This happens too 
often and can be attributed to several 
factors. 

Our health care system is very com-
plicated and can be attributed to sev-
eral factors. 

Our health care system is very com-
plicated. Its language is comprised of 
thousands of acronyms and codes. Even 
its acronyms have acronyms. Our over-
ly complex health insurance system in-
timidates and confuses many Ameri-
cans. Many of us fail to fully examine 
the coverage provided by our health 
plans until we become ill, and then it is 
difficult to understand the plan’s 
legalese. Health care has become in-
creasingly depersonalized, focused 
more on profits than on proper patient 
care. 

I am not embarrassed to admit that I 
am often overwhelmed by the com-

plexity of the health system. I can cer-
tainly relate to the majority of Ameri-
cans who are overwhelmed by a system 
which does not meet their basic needs 
in a simple, efficient and affordable 
manner. 

Over the last few years I had an in-
valuable opportunity to travel around 
our great country; meeting and speak-
ing with people from all sectors of life 
and regions of our nation. No matter 
how small or large a community I vis-
ited or where I held a town hall meet-
ing, I repeatedly heard complaints that 
people’s health plans denied or delayed 
the appropriate medical care, resulting 
in injury or even death to a loved one. 

This is why I began working with my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
over a year ago to craft a bipartisan 
bill that truly protects the rights of 
patients in our nation’s health care 
system. 

The following are the core principles 
I insisted be contained in our bipar-
tisan bill: 

First, our bill is about getting pa-
tients the health care they need and 
not about promoting lawsuits. We have 
worked hard to ensure that our bill fo-
cuses on getting patients the medical 
care they need. This is not about pro-
moting frivolous lawsuits that could 
drive up health care costs and increase 
the number of uninsured in our coun-
try. Our bill provides a fair and inde-
pendent grievance process in the event 
an HMO denies or delays medical care. 
A mother should have options when she 
is told her son or daughter’s cancer 
treatment is not necessary and will not 
be covered by her insurance. She must 
have access to both internal and exter-
nal appeals processes which are fair 
and readily available and which use 
neutral experts who are not selected, 
or otherwise beholden to the HMO. In 
life-threatening cases, there must be 
an expedited process. 

Our bipartisan bill puts Americans in 
charge of their own health care. Pa-
tients and their doctors should control 
health care decisions, not HMOs or 
Washington bureaucrats. Physicians 
utilizing the best medical data must 
make the medical decisions, not insur-
ance companies or trial lawyers. We 
need to put in place a balanced system 
that allows managed care companies to 
reduce costs but also reinvigorates the 
patient-doctor relationship, the es-
sence of quality health care. 

This bill protects employers from li-
ability. We protect employers from 
being exposed to any liability unless 
they are directly participating in med-
ical decisions. This bill will not make 
employers vulnerable for health care 
decisions they are not directly making 
and will not cause them to drop health 
care coverage for their employees out 
of fear of exposure to frivolous and un-
limited liability. 

Our bipartisan bill provides all Amer-
icans with patient protections. Our 
compromise includes strong patient 
protections that will ensure timely ac-
cess to high quality health care for the 
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millions of Americans with private 
health insurance coverage either 
through their employer or through the 
individual market place. The protec-
tions include: access to emergency 
care, access to specialty care, access to 
non-formulary drugs, access to clinical 
trials, direct access to pediatricians 
and ob-gyns, continuity of care for 
those with ongoing health care needs, 
and access to important health plan in-
formation. The bill also protects the 
doctor-patient relationship by ensuring 
health professionals are free to provide 
information about a patient’s medical 
treatment options. 

Our bipartisan bill empowers states. 
It allows states to develop their own 
patient protection laws, and empowers 
the Governors to certify that they are 
comparable to federal law. If the State 
law is comparable to those at the Fed-
eral level, the State law will remain in 
effect. We allow States to enforce their 
own laws for their citizens while ensur-
ing that a minimum level of protec-
tions are available for all Americans. 
We want to ensure that a mother in Ar-
izona can take her son directly to a pe-
diatrician in the same way a mom in 
Texas can. 

Our bill allows Americans to seek 
reasonable relief once all options to re-
ceive medical care have been ex-
hausted. I find it incredible that HMOs 
and their employees are able to avoid 
responsibility for negligent or harmful 
medical care. Americans covered by 
ERISA health plans should have the 
same right of redress in the courts as 
those who are enrolled in non-ERISA 
plans if they are unable to receive a 
fair resolution through an unbiased ap-
peals process. We must ensure that pa-
tients receive the benefits for which 
they have paid and rightfully deserve. 
We must also ensure that unscrupulous 
health plans not go unpunished when 
they act negligently, resulting in harm 
or death to a patient. 

Out bill protects state laws that 
allow patients who have been harmed 
or killed due to the medical decisions 
of an HMO to seek redress in state 
court. However, we worked hard to 
strike a compromise and help employ-
ers by allowing contract disputes to be 
handled in federal court. This will help 
employers and insurance companies 
have that offer multi-state plans have 
uniformity without obviating state 
laws. 

Finally, we must improve access to 
affordable health care. It is simply dis-
graceful that 44 million Americans 
cannot afford health care coverage. 
This is the largest number of uninsured 
citizens in over a decade, despite our 
solid economy and past actions to pro-
vide greater access to medical care. We 
must continue building upon already 
enacted reforms by expanding medical 
savings accounts, providing full tax de-
ductibility for self-employed health in-
surance costs, and allowing tax credits 
for helping small businesses provide ac-
cess to health care coverage for their 
employees. 

These provisions continue to be a 
crucial component of the bipartisan 
compromise I reached with Senators 
EDWARDS and KENNEDY. I am working 
with both of them and my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle, including Fi-
nance Chairman BAUCUS to ensure that 
these provisions are addressed as a part 
of this bill or in the next legislative ve-
hicle that the Senate deliberates. 

America has been patiently waiting 
for far too long for Congress to pass a 
Patients’ Bill of Rights that will grant 
American families enrolled in health 
maintenance organizations the health 
care protections they deserve, includ-
ing the right to remedy insurance dis-
putes through the courts if all other 
means are exhausted. 

For far too long, this vital reform 
has been frustrated by political grid-
lock, principally by trial lawyers who 
insist on the ability to sue everyone for 
everything, and by the insurance com-
panies who want to protect their bot-
tom line at the expense of fairness. 

If I have ever seen a more living, 
breathing argument for campaign fi-
nance reform, it is in the failure to act 
on this legislation. 

Both sides hope to continue affecting 
their agenda with ‘‘soft money’’ con-
tributions they hand over to the polit-
ical parties, while neither represents 
the hopes, expectations, and best inter-
ests of the American people. 

I have always found the American 
people to be reliable counsel when Con-
gress attempts to assess the gravity 
and urgency of a problem affecting the 
entire nation. I have listened to count-
less thousands of Americans demand 
immediate action on a Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. I have heard countless thou-
sands demand a reasonable standard of 
accountability for health insurers who 
have too long and too often escaped 
virtually all accountability. I have 
heard countless thousands demand, 
what any American recognizes as basic 
fairness, that their most precious pos-
session, their health, not be subordi-
nate to profits for insurers or lawyers, 
or to political advantage of one part or 
another. 

I have heard from very few people 
who claim that HMOs should continue 
to be the sole decisionmakers for who 
gets decent health care and who does 
not, for who lives and who dies. I have 
heard very few people defend an HMO’s 
right to escape all accountability for 
those decisions. I have heard from very 
few people except those starring in 
radio and television ads underwritten 
by insurers who say HMO reform is un-
necessary. I have heard from very few 
people who have claimed that their 
health, or their child’s health is less 
important to them than the amount of 
damages they can recover from neg-
ligent health insurers. 

But in every reliable public survey, 
and in every conversation I have had 
with the American people, in groups of 
ten or crowds of a thousand, everyone 
recognizes that a Patients’ Bill of 
Rights is an urgent, necessary im-

provement if America is to have the 
kind of health care that befits a great 
and prosperous nation. 

Men and women of good will, on both 
sides of the aisle, in Congress and in 
the administration, are working to 
bridge differences between our dif-
ferent remedies to this problem. I am 
encouraged by that, and pledge my co-
operation in any sincere effort to reach 
fair compromises on the outstanding 
issues that still divide us. Whether in 
the amendment process or in discus-
sions with colleagues and members of 
the administration, the sponsors of 
this bill want to reach agreement on 
genuine reform that will be enacted 
into law. But we cannot compromise on 
our resolve to return control of health 
care to medical professionals, and to 
hold insurers to the same standard of 
accountability that doctors and nurses 
are held to. That is all we seek today 
and all that the American people ex-
pect from us, a fair and effective rem-
edy to a grave national problem. I urge 
all my colleagues to join us. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina is recognized. 
Mr. EDWARDS. Madam President, I 

rise today to speak in support of the 
Bipartisan Patients’ Protection Act. I 
thank my colleague from Arizona with 
whom I have worked for many months 
to help draft this legislation. I also 
thank my colleague from Massachu-
setts who has worked on this issue for 
many years. It is a critically important 
issue to the American people. 

Let me talk a little bit about this 
issue, what this legislation does, and 
what this debate is about. We start 
with a very simple idea. That idea is to 
put the law on the side of patients, doc-
tors, and health care providers. For 
many years, the law has given privi-
leged status to HMOs and big health in-
surance companies in America. They 
are treated differently than any other 
group in this country is treated. They 
can do whatever they want. They can 
make decisions solely on the basis of 
cost and money, the bottom line and 
the profit, and they cannot be held ac-
countable in any way. If they deny cov-
erage for treatment that a child needs, 
or for a test that someone needs, or a 
visit to the emergency room by a fam-
ily who had a true emergency, there is 
nothing that family can do. There is 
nothing that child can do. There is 
nothing that patient can do. They are 
stuck with whatever decision is made 
by the HMO. They are privileged citi-
zens. 

Not surprisingly, they like their priv-
ileged status. They want to stay right 
where they are. They do not want the 
law changed. They do not want to be 
treated like everyone else. They do not 
want to be treated like others. They do 
not want to be treated like any other 
small business or big business in this 
country. 

It is time to change that. It is time 
to give real rights to patients. 
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That is what this legislation is 

about. It is time to put the law on the 
side of families, patients, and doctors. 

We have some very specific protec-
tions that are critical in this bill. We 
start with the simple principle that 
every American who is covered by 
health insurance or an HMO is covered 
by our legislation. If you have HMO 
coverage, or if you have health insur-
ance coverage in this country, our Bi-
partisan Patient Protection Act covers 
you, period. 

If a State has a stronger protection 
law, if a State has a provision that is 
stronger than the provisions of our bill, 
that State law will remain in effect. 
But our law provides the floor below 
which no State can go. We cover every 
single American who has health insur-
ance or HMO coverage. 

Second, we also provide that women 
can be seen by an OB/GYN as their pri-
mary care provider. Women across this 
country have had this issue come up 
over and over where they have to go 
through a gatekeeper in order to go see 
the physician who is, in fact, their pri-
mary care provider, an OB/GYN. We 
eliminate that problem. We provide di-
rect access to specialists. 

For example, if a child who has devel-
oped cancer needs to be seen not by a 
general cancer doctor—just a general 
oncologist—but by a child specialist, a 
pediatric oncologist, we specifically 
provide that the child can see the spe-
cialist the child’s family believes their 
child needs to see. 

That is what we mean when we say 
we provide direct access to specialists 
so that people can see the specialist 
they need. 

Emergency room care: If a family has 
an emergency at home, in an auto-
mobile—wherever—and needs to go to 
the emergency room, the last thing in 
the world they want to be thinking 
about is, Do I need to call my insur-
ance company? Do I need to call my 
HMO before I go to the emergency 
room to get the treatment I need? 

We have eliminated that—no 1–800 
numbers; no trying to look through the 
drawers to figure out where your insur-
ance company is and how to call them. 
If somebody gets hurt, and they need 
to go to an emergency room, it is very 
simple. You go to the nearest emer-
gency room, and you are covered. That 
is the way it ought to be. Unfortu-
nately, it has not been as it should 
have been. We protect patients in 
emergency situations. 

These rights: Access to specialists, 
emergency room care, women being 
able to be seen by an OB/GYN, access 
to clinical trials—we specifically pro-
vide that if a patient participates in a 
clinical trial, the costs that are not 
covered by the sponsor of the trial, the 
attendant costs, the hospital care or 
other things, in fact will be covered by 
the HMO and the insurance company. 

Clinical trials are critical, not only 
to patients for whom they are often the 
last hope, but they are also critical to 
our Nation in continuing to lead the 

way in this world in advancements in 
medicine. We make sure clinical trials 
are covered. 

In the area of specialist care, clinical 
trials, access to emergency rooms, and 
access by women to an OB/GYN, we 
have real substantive patient protec-
tion. But those rights are meaningless 
unless they are enforceable. It is not a 
Patients’ Bill of Rights unless there 
are enforcement provisions. Without 
meaningful strong enforcement, it is 
not a Patients’ Bill of Rights. It is a 
patients’ bill of suggestions. 

We want a real Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. That is what our bill is. We 
have real enforcement. The entire bill 
is designed to get patients the care, the 
treatment, and the tests they need and 
should have gotten to begin with from 
the very outset. 

We want the insurance company and 
the HMOs to know that if they do 
something wrong, their decision can be 
reversed. 

The first thing we have is what is 
called an ‘‘internal review process’’ 
within the HMO. If a child needs a test, 
and the HMO says they are not paying 
for it, and the family doctor says the 
child still needs it and they overrule 
the doctor—if that occurs, that family 
has somewhere to go. They go to an in-
ternal review process within the HMO. 
If that is unsuccessful, and for a second 
time the HMO says no, then the third 
step is an external independent review. 
We set up a system, a panel of doctors 
and experts who have no connection at 
all with the patient or the doctor in-
volved—no connection at all with the 
HMO that can then look at the medical 
facts and determine whether that child 
needs that test and can reverse the de-
cision of the HMO. 

So there are three stages through 
which the right decision can be made. 
Hopefully, the HMO will do the right 
thing to begin with, as on many occa-
sions in the past. If they do not, then 
they can be reversed by an internal re-
view process. If that is unsuccessful, 
then you can go to an independent ap-
peal board. This is all before anybody 
goes to court. You can go to an inde-
pendent appeal board that can reverse 
the decision of the HMO. 

So we have set up a system designed 
to make sure the patients get the care 
they need, and get it as quickly as they 
possibly can. That is what our whole 
system is designed for. It is designed to 
avoid anybody ever having to go to 
court. 

Unfortunately, there will be occa-
sions where that system does not solve 
the problem—they are rare, but they 
will occur—and where a patient has 
been hurt because of some arbitrary or 
intentional decision by an HMO, where 
an HMO says: We are not paying for 
that. We don’t care what the doctor 
said. We don’t care what this child 
needs. We’re not paying for it. And a 
child suffers a serious injury. As a re-
sult, those cases can then go to court. 

We have heard lots of arguments in 
the public debates on this issue in rela-

tion to the creation of lawsuits. That is 
not what this legislation is about. This 
legislation is about real patient protec-
tion. It is about a system to reverse a 
bad decision by an HMO, and then ulti-
mately treating HMOs like everyone 
else in this country—every other busi-
ness, every other American. 

You and I, when we do something, we 
are responsible for it. We believe in 
that in this country. We believe in in-
dividual responsibility. When we make 
a decision or we take some action, we 
believe we ought to be held account-
able for that and we ought to be re-
sponsible for it. We believe it all the 
way down the line. 

That is the concept this bill enforces. 
We take away the special protections 
HMOs have had in the past, where they 
can in no way have their decision re-
versed. If they deny coverage to a fam-
ily, they are stuck with that decision. 
It cannot be appealed, cannot be chal-
lenged, cannot be taken to court. They 
are stuck with that decision. 

We change all that. Now, under this 
legislation, they are treated exactly 
the same. If all the appeals have 
failed—if an HMO denies coverage, and 
the internal appeal fails, the external 
appeal fails, and someone is hurt, then 
we treat them like anybody else. They 
have made a medical decision. They 
have overruled the doctor, who has 
years of training and experience and 
who has actually seen the patient. So 
we put them in the shoes of the doc-
tors. If they want to make medical de-
cisions, they ought to be treated like 
people who make medical decisions. 

For that reason, we send the major-
ity of the cases to State court, which is 
where doctors and hospitals and busi-
nesses go. 

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

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Is it true that we have 

significant protections for employers 
with regard to liability, including the 
self-insured? But isn’t it also true—be-
cause allegations will be made to the 
contrary—that we are interested in ac-
tively pursuing further agreements 
with all parties to try to address and 
tighten this language so we can 
achieve the goal we seek; and that is, 
to remove employer liability where the 
employer had no voice in the medical 
decision and to make sure the self-in-
sured are able to avoid unnecessary 
lawsuits and be protected as well? 

Mr. EDWARDS. I thank the Senator 
for his question. 

The Senator knows, of course, be-
cause he and I have worked on this 
issue over a period of many months, 
that we both believe very strongly that 
we ought to protect employers from li-
ability, period. What we have done in 
our legislation is we have followed the 
outline of the President’s principle. 
The President has said, in his principle, 
that he does not want employers held 
responsible for liability unless they ac-
tually make individual medical judg-
ments, which, of course, is extraor-
dinarily rare. Our bill does exactly the 
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same thing. It specifically protects em-
ployers unless they make an individual 
medical decision. 

But the Senator is also correct that 
we start with the idea that we want 
employers protected, and to the extent 
our colleagues have ideas on this sub-
ject, we welcome those ideas and are 
willing to talk about this. The Senator 
and I have talked about this not only 
from the outset but over the course of 
the last several days. So we are more 
than willing to consider other possible 
ideas on this subject that will more 
strongly protect employers from liabil-
ity. 

Basically, the entire legislation is in-
tended to do two things: One, give real 
rights to patients, so the law does not 
continue to be just on the side of the 
big HMOs; and, two, to make those 
rights enforceable, so that when a pa-
tient or family is denied coverage, they 
can do something about it. It is just 
about that simple. And it is designed to 
get the care to the patient as quickly 
as we possibly can. 

My colleague from Arizona just 
asked a question about employer liabil-
ity, which we have just talked about. 
We believe very strongly that employ-
ers ought to continue to provide cov-
erage, and we want to protect employ-
ers from liability. 

Second, there is an argument made 
that this will result in lots of lawsuits. 
The truth of the matter is, all we are 
doing is taking away the shield, the 
privileged status HMOs have today 
that makes them different from all the 
rest of us. We just want them to be 
treated like every other American, 
which I think is fair and equitable. 

But what we have learned from the 
three States—Georgia, California, and 
Texas—that have similar laws, is that 
almost all claims are resolved either 
with the internal appeal or the exter-
nal appeal. In those three States, I 
think there has been a total of about 17 
lawsuits. In the State of Georgia, Sen-
ator MILLER indicated yesterday there 
has been none. And those are three 
large States. 

So the evidence does not support the 
argument that this is going to result in 
lots of lawsuits. In fact, we believe that 
is not true. Senator MCCAIN and I have 
worked very hard to design this bill to 
avoid that occurrence. But rarely it 
will occur. And if it does occur, we just 
want the HMOs treated like everybody 
else. 

There are real differences between 
our legislation and the competing leg-
islation. I will not go through the de-
tails of those differences, but let me 
just say they begin from the very out-
set of the bill and flow to the end. 

We make it clear that every Amer-
ican is covered, and their language is 
less clear about that. We allow patients 
to have direct access to specialists out-
side the plan. They allow the HMO to 
make those decisions. We make clear 
that people have access to clinical 
trials, including FDA-approved clinical 
trials. They do not. We have a clearly 

independent review process where no 
one, including the HMO, can be in-
volved in who is on the appeal panel. 
They do not. We send cases to State 
court, so HMOs are treated just like 
the doctors and the hospitals and all 
the rest of us. They give them special, 
privileged treatment by sending their 
cases to Federal court, where they are 
less likely to get hurt and it is harder 
for the patient to actually have a de-
termination of their case or their 
claim. 

So in every single case where there is 
a difference, they favor the HMOs, we 
favor the patients. That is the reason 
that the American Medical Association 
and, I think, over 300 or 400 medical 
groups in this country support our leg-
islation. Virtually every medical group 
in the Nation supports our legisla-
tion—and consumer groups. There are 
a handful that support both. 

But there is a reason that all those 
groups favor our legislation. There is a 
reason the HMOs favor their legisla-
tion. The reason is very simple. We 
have real and strong patient protec-
tion. And in every case there is a dif-
ference, their bill favors the HMOs, our 
bill favors the patients. 

I would like to tell you a quick story 
about a patient in North Carolina. He 
is a young man named Michael Gray 
Whitt, who is shown in this photo-
graph. Today he is a beautiful, happy 2- 
year-old little boy. He and his family 
live in Fleetwood, NC. His parents are 
Marc and Terri. Unfortunately, at the 
time he was born, he was not as 
healthy and happy as he is here shown 
in this picture. 

He was born 4 weeks early at 
Watauga Medical Center in Boone, NC, 
because of a blood disorder. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 30 
minutes controlled by the majority has 
expired. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent for an addi-
tional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, as long as the opponents of the 
bill get 5 minutes also. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Absolutely. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. EDWARDS. I thank my col-

leagues. 
Madam President, when Michael 

Gray Whitt was born, he suffered from 
a blood disorder known as RH 
isoimmunization, which occurs when 
the mother has one blood type and the 
baby has another. The mother’s body 
reacts by producing antibodies that at-
tack the baby’s blood. It can cause ane-
mia, jaundice, enlargement of the liver 
and spleen, and it can even cause 
death. 

It is usually prevented by taking a 
drug, which Michael’s mother took, but 
it did not work in her case. 

When baby Michael was born, he was 
at risk for liver failure, seizures, and 
brain damage. A newborn medical spe-

cialist recommended that he remain in 
the hospital where he could be watched 
in case any of these problems devel-
oped. He was very much at risk, very 
much in peril. The doctor specialist 
who was taking care of him knew he 
needed to be in the hospital so if any-
thing went wrong they would be able to 
do something about it. He was right to 
be worried. 

Michael’s liver was not working prop-
erly, and he was kept in the hospital, 
in fact, for treatment. You can imagine 
how his parents Marc and Terri felt 
when less than 72 hours after he was 
born the HMO wanted him discharged 
from the hospital. Luckily for Michael, 
his doctor refused to follow the HMO’s 
order. But when he showed some mar-
ginal, slight signs of improvement 
after 2 days, the HMO insisted that he 
be discharged. So he was sent home. 

His parents were in shock. Why in 
the world would their HMO send a sick 
baby home who everyone knew needed 
to be watched carefully in case prob-
lems developed? 

Less than 24 hours after the HMO 
sent him home, he got sicker than he 
had ever been. He was lethargic. He had 
jaundice, and he was eating poorly. 
Tests showed his liver problems had 
gotten worse. So less than a day after 
he was sent home against his doctor’s 
wishes, he was back in the hospital. 

I would like to share some words of 
Michael’s dad, Marc Whitt, about his 
ordeal. This is what he said: 

I could never put into words the amount of 
stress and anxiety my wife suffered through-
out this first week of our child’s life. 

It was hard to deal with a helpless, sick 
newborn but impossible to understand and 
tolerate an insurance company’s total dis-
regard for our child’s life. 

I wonder how many people’s lives will be 
ruined by the actions of an HMO before 
HMOs are held accountable for their behav-
ior. 

That is a good question. How many 
more children will suffer serious injury 
or death before we do something about 
what these HMOs are doing? 

A couple of days ago one of the chief 
spokespeople for the HMOs was quoted 
in the New York Times as saying: We 
are prepared to spend whatever is nec-
essary on public relations, on lobby-
ists, on television ads. But they were 
not prepared to spend what was nec-
essary for this young child to get the 
care his doctor knew he needed and his 
parents knew he needed. 

We have a message for the HMOs. 
Whatever millions of dollars they are 
willing to spend, whatever the power of 
their lobbyists here in Washington, we 
are prepared to stand and fight along 
with Michael and families like his all 
around America, as long as is nec-
essary, to ensure that finally in this 
country HMOs, just like all the rest of 
us, will be held responsible for what 
they do. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the last order 
entered by the Chair be revised to take 
the 5 minutes or whatever time the 
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Senator from North Carolina used from 
our next 30 minutes. That way we will 
still be able to start the amendment 
process at noon. Does the Chair under-
stand the request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair does understand. Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. I thank the Chair. I knew 
the Chair would understand, if I made 
sense in explaining. I wanted to make 
sure I had done that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. ENZI. I yield myself 15 minutes. 
Madam President, I rise in support of 

a Patients’ Bill of Rights. We need a 
Patients’ Bill of Rights in this country. 
I spent most of last year working on a 
conference committee to get a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. I am told by 
more senior colleagues that we spent 
more time meeting as members than 
on any other bill they could remember. 
We got that close to having an agree-
ment. 

In fact, people could see that we were 
going to get agreement on a Patients’ 
Bill of Rights. There were some people 
who chose to have it as an issue in-
stead of a solution. That is why we are 
back again working on a Patients’ Bill 
of Rights. We do need a Patients’ Bill 
of Rights but not this one, the way it 
reads. 

I will give some rebuttal to a 
McCain-Kennedy factsheet on pro-
tecting employers. The sponsors of the 
bill distributed a white paper to the 
Democrat caucus, and I can’t let that 
go unrebutted. This is the assertion: 
Employers are explicitly protected 
from liability in almost every case. But 
that is not what the bill says. 

For the record, let me say that you 
would need a bushel basket of bread-
crumbs to weave your way through this 
bill without getting lost. I tried at first 
with string, but it got so interwoven I 
thought it was macrame. 

This is going to be extremely hard to 
follow. It is much easier to give exam-
ples, as we just heard of people who 
have been wronged by the system. We 
need to clear that up. 

It is much more difficult, though, to 
make sure it reads properly in the de-
tails. You will be able to see why the 
average person is not entirely clear on 
how this bill fails to meet the assertion 
that employer-sponsored health care is 
protected. I am not a lawyer so my ex-
planation may go a little more slowly 
than the compelling presentation made 
by my colleagues Senators GREGG and 
GRAMM on Tuesday. But I can assure 
you that I will lead you through the 
language of the McCain-Kennedy bill 
and show that it clearly sues employ-
ers and, therefore, threatens Ameri-
cans’ access to employer-sponsored 
health care. 

I was a small businessman. Small 
business does not have the experts and 
specialists to interpret all of this, but 
they are going to have to abide by this 
stuff, too. See if you can follow this. 

Here’s what the bill language in S. 
1052 actually says. On page 144 line 18, 

there is a subparagraph entitled, 
‘‘Cause of Action Against Employers 
and Plan Sponsors Precluded.’’ Nice 
title. This is subparagraph (A). It lit-
erally begins with, ‘‘Subject to sub-
paragraph (B).’’ In other words, the 
provision whose title implies that em-
ployers are protected from lawsuits be-
gins with an exception tot hat protec-
tion. As you can probably already 
guess, subparagraph (B) is entitled, 
‘‘Certain Causes of Action Permitted,’’ 
which started out with, ‘‘Notwith-
standing subparagraph (A),’’ which 
means, despite the protection from 
lawsuits they just said they were giv-
ing employers in the preceding para-
graph, here’s how ‘‘a cause of action 
may arise against an employer.’’ We’re 
still on page 145 still under subpara-
graph (B). On line 7, there is a ref-
erence back to page 140, where you’re 
sent to paragraph (1), subparagraph 
(A), which is all captured under a new 
subsection of ERISA, entitled ‘‘Cause 
of Action Relating to Provision of 
Health Benefits.’’ 

This subparagraph first identifies 
who would be subject to liability, say-
ing: ‘‘In any case in which a person who 
is a fiduciary of a group health plan’’— 
meaning an employer under ERISA—a 
health insurance issuer offering health 
insurance coverage in connection with 
the plan, or an agent of the plan, issuer 
or plan sponsor.’’ Then the paragraph 
goes onto page 140 and lists what ac-
tions would make that category of em-
ployers and health plans liable, saying, 
‘‘upon consideration of a claim for ben-
efits of a participant or beneficiary 
under section 102 of the Act, or upon 
review of a denial of such claim, fails 
to exercise ordinary care in making a 
decision.’’ Section 102 captures any 
consideration of a claim for benefits— 
whether its written or oral—and sec-
tion 103 is the entire internal appeals 
process. Confusing? Intentional? 

Then page 140 goes on to list the fol-
lowing actions with respect to making 
a decision. It reads, ‘‘regarding wheth-
er an item or service is covered under 
the terms and condition of the plan or 
coverage; regarding whether an indi-
vidual is a participant or beneficiary 
who is enrolled under the terms and 
conditions of the plan or coverage; as 
to the application of cost sharing re-
quirements or the application of a spe-
cific exclusion or express limitation on 
the amount, duration, or scope of cov-
erage of items or services under the 
terms and condition of the plan or cov-
erage; or, otherwise fails to exercise or-
dinary care in the performance of a 
duty under the terms and conditions of 
the plan with respect to a participant 
or beneficiary. Then the employer 
must prove that none of those actions 
were the ‘‘proximate cause’’ of the pa-
tient’s personal injury. If they can’t, 
then the employer is liable for eco-
nomic and non-economic damages, and 
punitive damages of $5 million will be 
awarded, see page 153, line 23, for ‘‘bad 
faith and flagrant disregard for the 
rights of participants.’’ I am told that 
is a fairly high legal standard to meet. 

But then I remind myself that there 
is a band of trial lawyers right now 
trying to sue health plans under Fed-
eral racketeering laws. That is what we 
use to prosecute mobsters. If I were an 
employer—particularly a small em-
ployer—that kind of zeal by lawyers 
sure would not make me feel any bet-
ter, and trying to read this bill would 
not make me feel any better. 

I am running a little low on bread-
crumbs, but let me skip back for a 
minute to the ‘‘liable actions’’ listed 
on page 140. In particular, the last one 
I mentioned, which refers to ‘‘fails to 
exercise ordinary care in the perform-
ance of a duty under the terms and 
conditions of the plan.’’ This phrase, 
‘‘terms and conditions of the plan,’’ is 
defined in the bill on page 122, line 14— 
another page—as ‘‘to include, with re-
spect to a group health plan or health 
insurance coverage, requirements im-
posed under this title with respect to 
the plan or coverage.’’ 

Well, page 122 falls into title I of the 
bill. Title I of the bill includes a plan’s 
utilization review activities, which 
cover everything from disease manage-
ment to quality-of-care decisions to 
cost-benefit analysis; all claims-related 
activity, including internal and exter-
nal review; all of the patient protec-
tions, from allowing patients direct ac-
cess to the nearest emergency room to 
paying the cost of an employee’s par-
ticipation in a clinical trial, and on, in-
cluding nine more separate patient pro-
tections; five additional rights for 
health care providers, including a whis-
tleblower protection provision, which I 
will take issue with later; and a series 
of broad new definitions of provider 
categories and plan functions, coverage 
of limited scope plans, which are the 
dental and eye care plans, and a blan-
ket inclusion of any and all new regu-
lations—listen to that; pay attention 
here because, besides all of the stuff ac-
tually in print, you are going to be sub-
ject to any and all new regulations 
that the Secretary, who is completely 
at will to draft anything in relation to 
the act. 

I would like to note that also in-
cluded in title I is the overriding of ex-
isting State laws that deal with the 
standards in this bill. I guess that is 
now also a part of the health plan con-
tract. 

Confusing? Intentional? Now, after 
saying all of that, we need to tie all of 
these duties, obligations, named func-
tions of the employer which again is 
voluntarily providing health coverage, 
back to the original trigger, into the 
employer liability section of this bill. 
If you remember, that is back on page 
145. You will notice that it skips 
around. That is the subpart of subpara-
graph (B) I mentioned before, starting 
on line 7, which says the employer is 
liable to the extent there was direct 
participation by the employer or other 
plan sponsor in the decision of the plan 
under section 102 of the act upon con-
sideration of a claim for benefits or 
under section 103 of such act upon re-
view of a denial of a claim for benefits, 
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or to the extent there was direct par-
ticipation by the employer or other 
plan sponsor in the failure described in 
clause (ii) of paragraph (1)(A)—para-
graph (1)(A), of course, being when a 
plan ‘‘fails to exercise ordinary care in 
the performance of a duty under the 
terms and conditions of the plan.’’ 

Heard that before? You heard me 
read that definition a moment ago 
from page 122, line 14, as being essen-
tially everything under the Sun with 
which an employer has to comply. 

OK, we are almost there. So bear 
with me. We still have a breadcrumb or 
two left here. 

The employer liability provision in 
the bill goes on to further define direct 
participation, found on page 145, line 
21, as meaning ‘‘in connection with a 
decision described in clause (i) or a 
failure described in clause (ii).’’ 

These are the two things I just de-
scribed to you; remember, it was either 
the consideration of a claim for bene-
fits or the failure to exercise ordinary 
care. Direct participation means, ‘‘the 
actual making of a decision’’—we all 
agree on that—‘‘or the actual exercise 
of control in making such a decision’’— 
we all agree on that—‘‘or in the con-
duct constituting the failure.’’ 

We didn’t know they were going to 
increase the decision so much, though. 
It sounds to me like every activity in 
this bill legally requires employers to 
do that which they are already legally 
bound to do under the fiduciary obliga-
tions of ERISA, which under Federal 
law businesses have to meet, which is 
now included in this, and it would con-
stitute direct participation and, there-
fore, exposure to unlimited new liabil-
ity. 

Now, the sponsors have tried to de-
fine what direct participation is not. 
There are a whopping four things, all of 
which—and this is important—are con-
ditioned by the clause found on page 
146, line 12 and line 16, which reads: 
‘‘conduct that is merely collateral or 
precedent to the decision or failure.’’ 
In other words, this so-called employer 
protection only applies if any ‘‘actual’’ 
action by the employer occurred long 
before or away from the decision. I 
read that to mean that if an attorney 
links any employer activity covered in 
the four exceptions to the lawsuit 
against the employer, then the ‘‘excep-
tions’’ do not apply. 

But let me tell you what they are 
anyway. Starting on page 146 and going 
to 147, they include, an employer’s se-
lection of health plan, or third party 
administrator; an employer engaging 
in cost-benefit analysis when choosing 
or maintaining a plan; the employer 
creation, modification, or termination 
of the plan; the employer participation 
in benefit design, and copayments, or 
limits on benefits. Show me an em-
ployer that probably isn’t doing all 
four of those things and I will show you 
an employer that doesn’t have a health 
plan. You have to do those things; it is 
a business requirement. If you are 
going to pick a plan or a third party 

administrator, you probably have to 
have some involvement in that. You 
have to do some cost-benefit analysis. 
You have to do at least the creation of 
the health plan, or you don’t have a 
health plan. It sounds like a lot of up-
front paperwork as well. That may be 
what it is all about, too. All other plan 
administration by an employer is sub-
ject to liability. But then so are these 
functions if we are to apply the ‘‘col-
lateral or precedent’’ limitation on the 
employer protection I just referenced. 

I mentioned this to show you that it 
isn’t quite as easy as some might be 
trying to purport here. This is seri-
ously complicated, and it appears that 
around every corner in this bill there is 
an exception that swallows the rule. 
And the exceptions purported to pro-
tect employers are swallowed, too. 
There is no way anybody is going to 
convince the American people this bill 
doesn’t sue employers, and for just 
about anything. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has consumed 15 minutes. 

Mr. ENZI. I yield myself 1 more 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 1 more minute. 

Mr. ENZI. Madam President, I am 
not a lawyer; I am an accountant, and 
I can tell you that this adds up to em-
ployers scaling back, even dropping the 
coverage they now provide. Is this how 
we propose to protect patients? The 
problem, at the end of the day, is that 
there is no fairy tale for hard-working 
Americans who currently receive 
health care from their employer. In-
stead, they are left with the nightmare 
of more expensive care, reduced bene-
fits, or, in the worst case, losing access 
to care altogether. That is unaccept-
able for insured Americans. The logical 
question is, How in creation does this 
address the problem of uninsured work-
ing Americans? I leave my colleagues 
to mull that over. 

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of the time. 

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

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President, 
I yield myself 15 minutes off of the 
time of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Thank you, 
Madam President. I thank my col-
leagues for presenting this bill on the 
floor. I appreciate taking up this 
topic—the key topic facing the United 
States, the Government, and the 
health care industry within this coun-
try. 

I strongly believe and I strongly urge 
that this should have gone through a 
committee process so we could have 
had amendments taking place and 
could have had this dealt with in depth 
in a committee. I think that it did not 
is regretable, particularly on such a 
large piece of legislation that affects so 
many people. But that wasn’t the 
choice of the majority that is running 

the floor. They decided not to go 
through that process, and so we are 
here as we are today. 

I hope, since this bill did not go 
through the normal committee process, 
we can have an extended amendment 
process to improve the bill in substan-
tial ways as we proceed through this 
debate and consideration of this key 
legislation affecting much of health 
care delivery in this country. Through 
a good, strong, open amendment proc-
ess, we can, hopefully, at the end of the 
day, vote on this bill and have some-
thing with which we are all pleased. 

Having made those initial comments, 
I want to point out legitimate and seri-
ous concerns I have about the effects of 
this legislation on people throughout 
the country. 

Make no mistake about it, I shed no 
tears for the HMOs. My colleagues have 
brought to the Senate Chamber for 
consideration some shocking photo-
graphs and anecdotal information of 
treatment at its worst by the HMOs. 
Like everybody else who has heard 
these anecdotes and seen the photo-
graphs, it offends my sensibilities. 

We need to examine the organization 
of the health maintenance organiza-
tions established by the Congress over 
the past few decades and how they were 
established and why they were estab-
lished. 

The truth of the matter is, over the 
past few decades Congress created and 
charged the health maintenance orga-
nizations with keeping down the cost 
of health care, and the tool with which 
we have entrusted them is a bureauc-
racy. 

The truth of the matter is, using a 
bureaucracy to control a system is in-
efficient, many times difficult, un-
wieldy, and certainly not very per-
sonal. 

The truth of the matter is, patients 
and physicians are sick and tired of 
dealing with this unresponsive bu-
reaucracy and its difficult system. We 
need to make changes to provide per-
sonalized decisionmaking in health 
care. We need to change the system 
Congress has created. We need to make 
it work better. We need to do it in such 
a fashion that it does not drive up the 
cost to the point that we start increas-
ing, again, the number of insured in 
America. 

There has pretty much been an iron 
rule on health care that as we drive up 
cost, the number of insured goes down, 
and that is a policy trend we do not 
want to cause with this bill. There are 
ways we can amend it to reduce that 
overall cost factor to limit the drop in 
the number of insured. 

We want people to get insurance. We 
want people to be insured. We do not 
want people to be uninsured in this 
process. We can change HMOs to make 
it a more personal decisionmaking 
process between patient and physician 
so that they are the ones making the 
choices rather than a large, unrespon-
sive bureaucracy. 
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As the blues song goes, ‘‘Before you 

accuse me . . . take a look at your-
self.’’ HMOs and private sector insur-
ance are not the only ones who rely on 
a heavy-handed bureaucracy in the 
health care field. The truth is Medi-
care, the health insurance we are re-
sponsible for administering, has been 
one of the most difficult bureaucracies 
in the Federal Government. If you 
want to talk about bureaucracy, let’s 
talk about PPSs, DRGs, and NSFs. 
Let’s talk about a system that tells 
physicians: Provide the care, and then 
we will tell you whether we are going 
to pay for it or not. 

HCFA is a bureaucracy that has got-
ten so out of control that this adminis-
tration has wisely decided they cannot 
reform it, they have to completely re-
make it and rename it. This is a bu-
reaucracy unto itself that is unrespon-
sive. I get complaints on a regular 
basis. HCFA is getting right up there 
with the IRS on complaints, and that 
is a bureaucracy, which we run, which 
manages health care in the country, 
which clearly needs fixing. 

For the past several decades, this Na-
tion has relied almost solely on bu-
reaucracies of one type or another, ei-
ther ones we run or others, to hold 
down the cost of health care. That is 
the heart of what we are debating 
today: health care costs. 

Many of us believe the solutions of-
fered by some of my colleagues do not 
adequately address this problem. We 
are going to drive that cost up, and the 
number of insured is going to go down. 
That is a genuine concern of a number 
of people. 

Who feels this way? Some of my col-
leagues have stated that the people are 
saying: You have a bureaucracy that 
has been unresponsive. Let’s make 
these changes and drive the cost up, 
not noting they are driving the number 
of insured down in that process. We 
need to avoid that result. 

I want to read a letter my office re-
ceived, as well as a number of other of-
fices, on June 15, regarding who feels 
this way about health care. This is a 
quote from this letter: 

We urge Congress to oppose this legisla-
tion— 

That is, the pending bill— 
and avoid the dire consequences it would 
have on our employer-based health care sys-
tem. 

The letter went on to say that the 
Kennedy-McCain Patients’ Bill of 
Rights— 
would discourage employers from offering 
health care coverage and make coverage 
more difficult for workers to afford. 

Who signed that letter? It is inter-
esting, not a single HMO appeared on 
that letter. The letter came to my of-
fice signed by the National Federation 
of Independent Businesses, U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce, Associated Builders 
and Contractors, Printing Industries of 
America, Business Roundtable, and 14 
other business associations rep-
resenting virtually everyone in this 
Nation who voluntarily provides health 

care coverage to their employees and 
wants to continue to provide that 
health care coverage. They are saying: 
Do not change this in such a way that 
we cannot afford to make these 
changes and they are going to drive us 
out of health care; don’t do that. 

We do not need to do that; we should 
not do that. We can amend this bill to 
make it so that does not happen. 

I suggest my colleagues follow the 
Kansas tradition and take these groups 
at their word. 

The nonpartisan Congressional Budg-
et Office has suggested the Kennedy- 
McCain-Edwards bill will increase pre-
miums for employer-sponsored health 
plans by an average of 4.2 percent, with 
a 1.7-percent increase being passed 
through to workers. 

What about the remaining 2.3 per-
cent? CBO says 60 percent of the in-
crease would be offset by, among other 
things, ‘‘purchasers switching to less 
expensive plans, cutting back on bene-
fits, or dropping coverage.’’ 

Is that the conclusion we want to 
produce from this legislation? I cer-
tainly do not think the directors and 
people who are putting forward this 
bill want that conclusion, and yet that 
is what CBO is citing. 

It is not just the CBO or national 
business organizations that have this 
grave concern. On June 6, I received a 
letter from Harvey Young. Harvey 
owns Young’s Welding, a small welding 
shop that has been in Chanute, KS, 
since 1934. Harvey wrote this ‘‘health 
care legislation would be a disaster for 
small employers in the Nation.’’ 

In addition, while they do not know 
it yet, the 3,200 Kansans and nearly 
340,000 Americans who could lose some 
health insurance as a result of this leg-
islation are going to have a big prob-
lem with this bill. 

We do not need to go there if we 
amend this legislation to reduce those 
areas that will drive people from get-
ting health insurance. 

I understand it is not the intent of 
my colleagues to increase the cost of 
insurance and drive employers and 
workers out of the health insurance 
marketplace. My friends are pure in 
their intentions to address the prob-
lems that have arisen from the bureau-
cratic state of our health care econ-
omy. 

The cases of denied coverage they 
bring before the Senate are disturbing 
to all of us. However, I hope my col-
leagues will concede that the concerns 
we raise about the manner in which 
this bill addresses the problem are just 
as genuine. 

Many are concerned adding new li-
ability and legal cost to an already 
large cost of health care will create 
problems in the system. We are worried 
by reports that 44 insurers have pulled 
out of Mississippi citing large jury ver-
dicts as the reason. Considering that 
the cost of health insurance has risen 
for 7 straight years, and considering 
that last year the cost of insurance was 
up a whopping average of 13 percent, I 

hope supporters of this legislation will 
understand my concerns. 

No Senator has risen in defense of bu-
reaucratic health care either of the 
United States through HCFA, or health 
maintenance organizations. None has 
risen to defend the indefensible actions 
of some HMOs that have denied nec-
essary coverage to a child; nor shall 
we, nor should anyone. Rather, we rise 
to express concern about a bill that 
could result in more harm than good in 
driving up the number of uninsureds in 
America rather than giving more cov-
erage, and actually at the end of the 
day producing less. 

On Tuesday, addressing a rally in 
front of the Capitol, my colleagues ex-
pressed there was room for compromise 
on this issue. They expressed the hope 
we could send a bill to the President 
that the President would be able to 
sign. I share my colleagues’ hope and 
dream we will be able to do that. Gen-
erally, as we saw with the historic edu-
cation package we passed last week, 
the bulk of the work reaching com-
promise is done in the committee proc-
ess. However, due to the circumstances 
the Senate now finds itself, the major-
ity has decided that may not be pos-
sible. Such is the privilege of the ma-
jority. However, it is my hope before 
we move to final passage, we can work 
out a bill to address some of the prob-
lems our Nation’s health care economy 
is truly facing without wrecking the 
Nation’s health care economy in total, 
and without driving up the number of 
uninsureds. 

At that point, we will have a bill I 
can support and I believe the President 
can sign and, hopefully, we can be 
proud of in providing more health care 
coverage to Americans, not less. We 
are not there yet. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CORZINE). The Senator from Massachu-
setts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

I listened with great interest to the 
points made by my friend from Wyo-
ming, Senator ENZI, on the issues re-
garding employer responsibility. It was 
a good discussion. I hope he will have 
an opportunity to read what the Presi-
dent of the United States urged Mem-
bers to do: Only employers who retain 
responsibility for making final medical 
decisions, should be subject to the suit. 

I know what he is against; I am not 
quite sure what he is for. 

Here is the principle to which we are 
committed, and to which the President 
is committed. If he has some problems, 
or suggestions on how to achieve it, we 
welcome that. We strongly support 
what the President has stated is his ob-
jective in terms of employer responsi-
bility. We will have more of an oppor-
tunity to address that issue. 

I listened to just about every speaker 
from that side talk about their concern 
for the growing number of the unin-
sured. That is mentioned in every 
speech. I yield to no one in my strong 
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commitment towards getting coverage 
for the uninsured. However, I remind 
them of their own priorities. They be-
lieve the best way to extend coverage 
is to try and provide tax credits and 
tax incentives. I have a real concern 
about that because the people who 
don’t have that insurance don’t pay the 
level of taxes to benefit from the cred-
its or the deduction. 

We can debate that another day. 
However, 75 to 80 percent of those who 
do not have insurance will not benefit. 
It will benefit others who have the in-
surance, but it will not extend the cov-
erage. 

Nonetheless, that is a debatable 
point. The Republicans had provisions 
in their budget to extend coverage. 
They dropped them all. They dropped 
them all in conference with the House 
of Representatives. They didn’t fight 
for those provisions. They fought for 
greater tax breaks for the wealthiest 
individuals in the country, but they 
cast those provisions aside. I hope they 
do not continue raising this issue in 
the Senate. I wish they had fought for 
this issue in their conference. They let 
those provisions go. That bill had any-
where from $60 to $70 billion in provi-
sions to extend coverage when it left, 
and those provisions were wiped out. 

If they were committed to it, we 
want to know what they intend to do 
now. It is a nonissue because, as was 
pointed out yesterday by the Senator 
from North Carolina and others, when 
the States have enacted a strong Pa-
tient’s Bill of Rights, the actual num-
ber of the uninsured has gone down. 
The total number of insured has gone 
up. That is true in California, that is 
true in Georgia, and that is true in 
Texas. They can use whichever argu-
ment they want, but they have to get 
their facts straight. The facts are, even 
in the States which passed tough HMO 
bills, there have not been the increases 
that some expressed concern about. We 
have seen that expansion of coverage 
to the uninsured has not been their pri-
ority. These are effectively smoke-
stacks. We want to keep focused on the 
target. 

I listened to my good friend, Senator 
BROWNBACK, talk about the Business 
Roundtable and their concerns about 
the legislation. He feels that we ought 
to heed their concerns. We heard their 
concerns when we were dealing with 
the Family and Medical Leave Act. 
They said it would cost anywhere from 
$25 to $27 billion; we cannot do it. We 
will lose; we will have more people laid 
off; it will be the end of the free enter-
prise system, they said. 

Guess what. It is working. We intend 
to try and expand it. It has made a big 
difference. It still has not done all the 
things many who supported the pro-
gram desired. There are too many 
workers who will not take the family 
and medical leave because they lose 
their pay. They lose pay because they 
are always caught between the child 
who is sick, the parent who is des-
perately ill, and taking the family and 

medical leave to tend to that. These 
are hard-working Americans who need 
that paycheck every week, and many 
of them cannot take the leave. Most 
other industrial nations have paid fam-
ily and medical leave. We don’t. 

The Business Roundtable opposed 
that legislation, but it is working 
today. I don’t hear a single Republican 
trying to repeal it. They are not out 
there trying to repeal it. Then we had 
the Kassebaum-Kennedy bill to provide 
portability on health insurance for dis-
abled. We heard premiums would go up 
from 25 percent to 31 percent, and that 
this would be the end of the employer- 
based health insurance program. It has 
not happened. It has gone up 2.7 per-
cent over a 3-year-period, which was 
the estimate at the time that was used 
by those who supported the program. 
The other estimates were widely off 
base. 

Regarding the increase in the min-
imum wage, the last time we had an in-
crease in the minimum wage they said 
we would lose 400,000 workers. In the 
first quarter, we increased employment 
by 300,000 workers. They were wrong. 
They said it would add to rates of infla-
tion, and we had the greatest rate of 
growth in the country. They were 
wrong. Three for three, they were 
wrong. 

Rather than listening to their theo-
ries, look at what is happening in the 
country today. Look at the States 
where they have a tough, effective, Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights and what has been 
the result of the employer-based sys-
tem. We find still that the number of 
insured or uninsured is not related to 
this issue. The increase in the numbers 
covered are primarily a result of the 
expansion of the CHIP program. It has 
been a modest change. 

Second, there have not been great 
abuses of employers’ liability. The 
most recent example is the State of 
California which passed a very good, ef-
fective, tough, HMO bill that has been 
in effect 9 months. There has not been 
a single case that has actually gone to 
trial. There have been over 200 cases 
that have gone to appeal, and they 
have been decided 65 percent for the 
HMO, and the rest for the patient. The 
HMOs, as well as the consumer groups, 
are incredibly impressed by the way it 
is working. That is what we want this 
bill to do. 

It is a favored technique around here: 
If you are opposed, distort it, misrepre-
sent it, exaggerate different provisions 
on it, draw up all kinds of smoke-
screens and red herrings. But these dis-
tortions won’t work because we have 
practical experiences to draw upon. We 
can see in the States how this can 
work, how we can function, and what 
the impact will be. 

I will spend a few minutes talking 
about what this bill is about. There are 
efforts to bring the Senate off message 
on this but it is important to remem-
ber what the debate is about. It is not 
about lawyers. It is not about insur-
ance companies. It is about patients. It 

is about people who are mothers, 
daughters, fathers and sons, sisters and 
brothers. It is about families all over 
the country who will some day face the 
challenge of serious illness and deserve 
the best in health care. They deserve 
the same care that all Members of the 
Senate would want for themselves and 
their loved ones. Too many of those 
families are denied the care they need 
and deserve because of the abuses of 
HMOs and the other insurance compa-
nies. 

The legislation we are considering 
today will end those abuses, and, as we 
enter this debate, I would like to spend 
a few moments talking about the im-
portance of three of its provisions—ac-
cess to needed specialty care, access to 
clinical trials, and access to needed 
prescription drugs. In each of these 
areas, needed care has too often been 
delayed and denied by insurance com-
panies that are more interested in prof-
its than in patients. In each of these 
areas, the opponents of our bill want to 
create loopholes that will make these 
guarantees only an empty promise. 

Access to specialty care when serious 
and complex illnesses strike is a crit-
ical element of good health care. De-
nial of access to needed specialists is 
also one of the most common abuses in 
the current system. According to a sur-
vey by the University of California 
School of Public Health, 35,000 patients 
every day are denied specialty refer-
rals. One of those patients was little 
Sarah Pederson of San Mateo, Cali-
fornia. This is her picture. 

Sarah was born with a brain tumor. 
When she was three, it became clear 
that she needed aggressive treatment 
to save her life, including brain biop-
sies and chemotherapy. Her neuro-
surgeon knew that Sarah needed to be 
seen by a doctor specializing in brain 
tumors in children—and there was no 
qualified doctor in the plan. When 
Sarah’s mother, Brenda, a nurse, asked 
to go outside the network, her HMO 
said, ‘‘No.’’ The HMO told her, ‘‘We’re 
not giving you second best, we’re giv-
ing you what’s on the list.’’ After 
months of fighting with the HMO, it fi-
nally agreed to let Brenda see someone 
qualified to treat her condition. 

When Sarah finally got to the right 
doctor, her chemotherapy began. Ev-
eryone knows chemotherapy causes se-
vere nausea and vomiting. The HMO 
denied Sarah’s $54 prescription for 
antinausea medication, because it was 
‘‘too expensive.’’ Finally, Sarah’s fam-
ily was able to switch insurance com-
panies and get proper care for their 
child. 

So there you have it. Two parents 
facing one of the worst nightmares a 
family can have—a child with a can-
cer—and instead of being able to focus 
on dealing with the terrible stress and 
working to give their child all the com-
fort and assistance they can—they 
have to spend their energy fighting 
with an insurance company simply to 
get the child to an appropriate spe-
cialist. Sarah was lucky, in the sense 
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that the HMO’s delays did not kill her. 
But what a burden for her family to 
face. What a travesty of common de-
cency. Passage of our legislation will 
assure that every family with a child 
who has cancer can get the specialty 
care they need without dangerous 
delays. 

Women with cancer face special bur-
dens. They must cope with a dread— 
and often deadly—disease. They need 
prompt specialty care. And often, their 
best hope for a cure or precious extra 
months or years of life is participation 
in a clinical trial. But, too often, both 
are lacking. 

In one of the many forums we held on 
the issue of access to specialists for 
cancer patients, we heard from Dr. 
Mirtha Casimir, a distinguished Texas 
oncologist. Dr. Casimir talked about 
the heartbreaking stories of cancer pa-
tients whose HMOs delay and deny ac-
cess to specialty care—often until it is 
too late. She said that when she gets a 
patient whose cancer has progressed 
substantially from initial diagnosis to 
the time they are allowed to seek need-
ed specialty care, she often flips to the 
front of the chart—and nine times out 
of ten the insurer is an HMO. Every 
centimeter a cancer grows can mean 
the difference between a good chance 
at life—and the likelihood of death. 
Every centimeter represents poten-
tially devastating—and avoidable— 
pain, suffering, and death for a patient 
and a family. Dr. Casimir’s message 
was clear: pass the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights so that more cancer patients 
will not die needlessly. 

Mr. President, I see my colleagues 
who wish to speak. 

I think we have about 15 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twelve 

minutes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Twelve minutes. I 

yield 6 minutes to the Senator from 
California and 6 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair. I 
thank Senator KENNEDY for his coura-
geous leadership with Senators 
EDWARDS and MCCAIN, Senator 
DASCHLE, and others in fighting for 
this bipartisan bill. 

Mr. President, this is a new day in 
the Senate. We promised a new day 
when we saw the leadership change and 
we meant it. We have this bill in front 
of us because we want to do something 
to help the American people. There is 
no more important issue than this one. 
The American people have been wait-
ing too long to have their grievances 
addressed. 

Our bill offers real protection to 
those patients. It is in fact bipartisan. 
The compromises have been made, and 
when the President says he will veto it, 
I say to the people in this country: Do 
not stand by silently. This bill protects 
you against the abuses of the HMOs. 
The President stands with the HMOs. 
We here pushing for this bill stand with 
you, the people. And I keep coming 

back to that because the HMOs oppose 
our bill and they support the Bush 
principles. 

Let me tell you why it is so impor-
tant to pass this bill. Every day, 35,000 
patients do not have access to the spe-
cialty care they need. Every day, the 
delay results in 10,000 patients being 
denied the diagnostic tests they need. 

Let me talk about a couple of cases 
in the time I have. One such case is 
that of Joyce Ching from Agoura, CA. 

Mr. President, 5 years ago I told her 
story—5 years ago when we should have 
passed this bill. I am going to tell her 
story again. 

In the summer of 1994, Joyce got 
sick. She suffered from severe abdom-
inal pain. She could not get out of bed 
to play with her son. She goes to her 
HMO, and the doctor says: we don’t 
need any tests; change your diet; some-
thing is wrong with your diet. So Joyce 
changes her diet. She is in agony. She 
calls again and again. The doctor says, 
oh, just give this diet a chance to 
work. Still, she begged him for tests. 
She was afraid maybe something would 
happen, that she would not be able to 
have another child. 

Finally she receives the referral to a 
gastroenterologist she had asked for 
months before, but it was too late. 
Joyce was in the late stages of colon 
cancer, and there was nothing anyone 
could do for her. Thirty-four years old. 
Why did it happen? If you look at the 
structure of the HMO, what happened 
was they capped her monthly expenses 
at $27.94. Why? Because she was only 
34; actuarial tables said she was 
healthy. And the HMO said to her clin-
ic, if you pay any more than that for 
that patient a month, you will get 
‘‘fined.’’ You will have to pay for it at 
the end of the year. So the effort to 
keep the costs down cost Joyce her life. 
It took away a mother from a little 
boy. This bill will stop that because 
this bill will allow a referral to a spe-
cialist. This bill will allow us to make 
sure you see the doctor that you need. 

How about the story of Sarah Peder-
sen of San Mateo, CA, born with a 
brain tumor? When she turned 3 years 
old, the doctor determined that she 
needed to see a doctor who had exper-
tise in brain tumors in children. Now, I 
have to say something. I am a little 
adult. I am only about 5 feet tall. Some 
even question if that is exactly accu-
rate. I am not a child, though. A child 
is different. They are little and they 
are different. Their bodies are changing 
and growing. Their hormone levels are 
different and they need specialized 
care. So her doctor said she needed the 
expertise of a doctor who specialized in 
brain tumors in children. 

When Sarah’s parents tried to get the 
appropriate referral, here is what they 
were told by the HMO: What difference 
does it make? Cancer is cancer. 

And by the way, I had the same inci-
dent in another case in San Mateo, a 
little girl who had a Wilms’ tumor, 
which is a tumor of the kidney, and the 
HMO again said: We don’t have a pedi-

atric surgeon who deals with cancer. 
Just go see the surgeon who deals with 
adults. 

Had they ever operated on a child be-
fore? No. So Sarah’s parents tried to 
get the appropriate referral, and they 
could not do it. Now, finally after too 
long a period, this little child with a 
brain tumor was allowed to see a spe-
cialist and her chemotherapy began. 
And as many of you are aware, my 
friends, chemotherapy causes severe 
nausea and vomiting, and the little girl 
suffered greatly. But when her parents 
tried to get the medicine to quell the 
nausea and the vomiting, Sarah was 
denied a $54 prescription because it was 
‘‘too expensive,’’ says the HMO. A lit-
tle girl of 3 years old is vomiting; she 
is nauseous; she is sick; she cannot get 
a prescription through the HMO. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be given 1 additional 
minute and Senator NELSON 1 addi-
tional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. We will give 2 additional 
minutes to the Republicans. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my friend and I 
will talk even faster. 

This HMO that denied a $54 prescrip-
tion for a very sick little girl paid its 
chief executive officer $895 million in a 
merger. 

I ask you, where is the justice and 
the fairness in this? In her battle with 
cancer she is denied hope with a $54 
prescription. 

One time during their battle, Sarah 
was denied a dose of a common chemo-
therapy drug, by her HMO because the 
HMO clerk did not know the computer 
code for the drug. Do you want people 
other than doctors making medical de-
cisions about the fate of your loved 
ones? 

Luckily, her parents were able to 
switch insurance plans in the middle of 
their daughter’s medical crisis. They 
believe that if they had not had this 
option that Sarah never would have 
made it. 

Sarah is now eight years old, but she 
still has a tumor and continues to be 
monitored. 

Or take the story of cancer patient, 
Ed Mycek of La Quinta, California. In 
1997, Ed was diagnosed with prostate 
cancer. He discussed treatment options 
with his doctor and together they de-
cided that the best option was a proton 
and 3–D conformal radiation treat-
ment. 

His doctors then contacted the in-
surer about the treatment. The insurer 
agreed to pay for the full treatment 
and said that the authorization was on 
the way to the facility. But the author-
ization never arrived. When Ed con-
tacted the insurance company about 
the delay, he was told that their deci-
sion had been reversed because the 
treatment was experimental. 
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Patients that undergo this form of 

radiation treatment have a 98 percent 
chance of recovery, vs. the 83 percent 
recovery rate associated with prostate 
surgery. 

After weeks of tossing and turning, 
Ed decided to pay for the treatment up 
front in an attempt to save his own 
life. Ed survived, but he now faces a 
huge financial burden as a result of his 
insurance company’s unwillingness to 
pay for his treatment. 

The stories I have just relayed to you 
are just a few examples of the tragedies 
that my constituents have endured as a 
result of healthcare in this country. 
They are strong reminders of why this 
nation needs a Patients’ Bill of Rights 
now more than ever. 

I believe that the McCain-Edwards 
bill offers the best possible option for 
preventing these kinds of senseless 
tragedies from occurring in the future. 

The McCain-Edwards bill would pro-
vide coverage to 190 million Americans, 
including those in state and local gov-
ernment-sponsored plans and church 
plans. 

McCain-Edwards provides access to 
specialists even if such care isn’t cov-
ered by a patient’s plan. 

It also provides patients with other 
essential protections, like access to 
specialty care, women’s health care 
services, emergency care—including 
emergency ambulance services, needed 
drugs, and clinical trials. 

The bill bans the use of financial in-
centives to health care providers to 
limit medically necessary services. 

It also prohibits plans from providing 
compensation to employees for encour-
aging denials. 

It holds HMOs accountable, and per-
mits a patient to sue in state and fed-
eral court without preempting those 
states with laws regarding caps on 
damages. 

The bill allows a participant to des-
ignate a pediatrician as the primary 
care provider for a child. 

It allows a woman to obtain gyneco-
logical and pregnancy related care 
from an OB/GYN without requiring a 
referral or authorization by a primary 
care doctor. 

McCain-Edwards provides for inpa-
tient hospital care for a patient fol-
lowing a mastectomy, lumpectomy or 
lymph node dissection for the treat-
ment of breast cancer. 

It bans health care plans from pro-
hibiting or restricting medical pro-
viders from freely communicating with 
their patients regarding their medical 
care and treatment. 

The McCain-Edwards bill requires the 
prompt payment of claims with respect 
to covered benefits and contains impor-
tant whistleblower protections. 

Nearly every doctors’ and nurses’ as-
sociation and patients’ rights group in 
the country supports a strong, enforce-
able Patients’ Bill of Rights. 

S. 1052 is supported by some 300 con-
sumer and health care provider advo-
cates. 

It has garnered this support precisely 
because it represents a balanced and 

even-handed approach and because it 
will ensure patient safety and health 
plan accountability without signifi-
cantly raising employer costs or health 
plan premiums. 

In conclusion, the American people 
have waited far too long for a Patients’ 
Bill of Rights. We have been debating 
this issue for 5 years. And far too many 
of our people are suffering as a result. 

I’m all for having a fair and open de-
bate here in the Senate on this issue. 
The American people expect no less of 
us. 

But what the American people do not 
deserve and will not tolerate is an un-
necessarily protracted debate cluttered 
with offers of ‘‘poison pill’’ provisions 
intended to cripple passage of this 
critically needed legislation. Unfortu-
nately, I fear that this is exactly what 
will happen—a filibuster by amend-
ment, as amendment after amendment 
after amendment is offered in an at-
tempt to kill this bill, while its oppo-
nents talk about compromise. 

In reality, this bill is already a com-
promise. A balanced and fair com-
promise. Here’s why: 

It strengthens protections for em-
ployers, ensuring that they are not lia-
ble unless they have participated di-
rectly in a health plan decision; it in-
creases a state’s flexibility, allowing it 
to maintain or develop its own patient 
protection laws if they are substan-
tially equivalent to those in S. 1052; 
and it protects a patient’s right to sue 
for damages in State and federal court, 
while including key compromises on li-
ability. 

The American people not only de-
serve a strong, enforceable Patient’s 
Bill of Rights. They deserve this bill to 
be passed as swiftly and as fairly as 
possible. 

Today is truly a new day in the Sen-
ate because today we have the oppor-
tunity to deliver on a promise—a prom-
ise to help our people live longer, 
healthier lives free from the horrors of 
red tape and litigation. A promise to 
make it a little easier for Americans to 
get the help they need from their doc-
tors at the times when they need it the 
most. 

Today we have a chance not only to 
deliver on the promise that we have 
made to our constituents—our promise 
to take up this bill—but a chance to re-
store the promise of health care in this 
country. 

I say to my friend in the chair, who 
is such a fighter, that this is about why 
we are here, who we are, whom we rep-
resent, for whom we fight, and in whom 
we believe. 

Let’s pass this bipartisan bill. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida is recognized. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-

dent, I rise today in strong support of 
this bipartisan Patients’ Bill of Rights. 
I rise on behalf of thousands of Florida 
consumers who would like to see con-
trol over their medical care returned to 
their doctors. 

As the former elected insurance com-
missioner in Florida, I have talked 
with many of these consumers. And 
I’ve seen first-hand what some of the 
big insurance companies will do to 
them, if you let them. 

For too long, these same insurers 
have killed efforts in the Congress to 
hold them accountable. 

These lobbying efforts would merely 
be tiresome, if it were not for the real 
life horror stories that prove the indus-
try’s claims that this is a bad bill are 
false claims. 

Over the last two days, all of us have 
heard the horror stories from many of 
these consumers—stories of HMOs de-
nying care to sick patients; stories of 
accountants, not doctors, making deci-
sions about medical treatment. 

Some of these stories involve injury, 
harm, and even death. 

Let me tell you about a couple of ex-
amples from Florida. 

One 62-year-old south Florida woman 
began complaining of headaches and 
was referred to a neurologist, who or-
dered a CT scan and MRI of her brain. 

The HMO refused the request. 
The doctor persisted, but to no avail. 
The appeals went on for 6 weeks, 

until the woman was admitted into the 
hospital paralyzed on her left side. 

There, she underwent a CT scan that 
revealed a tumor the size of an orange. 
She was immediately taken into sur-
gery. She remains paralyzed. Two days 
after the surgery, her HMO finally ap-
proved the procedures requested by her 
doctor. 

Sadly, current law only allows this 
patient to sue her HMO for the cost of 
the scan. She has no other legal re-
course. 

I will give you another example. A 
Pensacola woman was told by her HMO 
that she must see a network physician 
for a referral to a special hospital that 
could treat her rare cancer. 

After switching to this new doctor, 
who concurred with the need for treat-
ment, the HMO again denied her cov-
erage. 

Her medical bills are expected to 
reach $180,000. And despite her life- 
threatening illness, her HMO continues 
to deny full coverage. 

The newspapers are full of such sto-
ries. And the common denominator 
seems to be that none of these patients 
have any recourse against their HMO. 

This is unacceptable. 
Medical decisions should be made by 

doctors, not accountants. HMO ac-
countants are making life-threatening 
decisions, and the patients are suf-
fering the consequences. 

These stories from Florida illustrate 
the need for Federal legislation. 

We must stop the practice of denying 
care, denying claims and putting prof-
its ahead of patients. 

The legislation we are finally debat-
ing lets people and their doctors—not 
HMO accountants—decide on the best 
medical treatments, not the cheapest. 

Sick patients should not have to bat-
tle an illness and their HMO at the 
same time. 
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The issue before us in this debate is 

simple: either you are for protecting 
patients, or you are for maintaining 
the status quo, which protects HMOs. 

I support this legislation because it 
provides patients with the protections 
they currently lack. This bill guaran-
tees access to necessary medical care. 

It puts the decisionmaking back in 
the hands of doctors. 

Under this legislation, patients can 
participate more easily in life-saving 
clinical trials. 

Chronically ill patients can receive 
the care they need because doctors will 
determine what is necessary medical 
treatment. 

Patients will be able to change doc-
tors without facing delays because 
they will have more choices. 

Under this bill, patients will receive 
prescription drugs on a timely basis. 

Doctors and patients won’t be bound 
by red tape, and patients will get the 
drugs prescribed by their physicians, 
not their HMO accountants. 

Patients also will be able to des-
ignate a specialist as a primary care 
provider. This means that a cancer pa-
tient could use a radiologist as a pri-
mary care physician. 

For sick patients, this makes sense. 
This Patients’ Bill of Rights also al-

lows someone to seek emergency room 
care, without first contacting their 
health plan. 

This bill also addresses another crit-
ical issue; that is, financial rewards for 
doctors. 

HMOs will no longer be able to offer 
financial incentives to doctors who 
limit care. 

This legislation also prevents HMOs 
from punishing doctors who advocate 
on behalf of their patients. By putting 
the medical decisions back in the doc-
tor’s hands, this bill protects the doc-
tor-patient relationship. 

As expected, insurance companies 
and managed-care companies are lining 
up against the proposal that consumers 
should be able to sue them for harmful 
treatment. 

Insurers say the McCain-Edwards- 
Kennedy bill will drive up premiums, 
increase the number of people without 
insurance and cause employers to drop 
coverage for their employees. 

In Texas, where a right-to-sue law 
has been in effect since 1997, it’s been 
reported that premiums actually de-
clined last year. 

Further, the Congressional Budget 
Office says that under this reform leg-
islation, litigation costs related to the 
patients’ right to sue would increase 
less than 1 percent during 5 years. 

I ask the assistant Democratic leader 
if there is any chance for any addi-
tional time so I can complete my state-
ment. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, we need 
to get to the amendment process. How 
much more time do you need? 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I think I can 
conclude in 11⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senator from 

Florida be extended another 2 minutes, 
and the minority be extended 2 min-
utes, which will give them an extra 4 
minutes. 

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

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I thank the 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. President, I end by saying our 
health care delivery system is failing, 
and it is failing doctors and nurses and 
providers as well as the patients. 

Only recently I learned of a doctor in 
Boca Raton who has started charging 
his existing patients a $1,500 annual 
membership fee in order to continue 
his patients’ medical care. This is out-
rageous, and it is symptomatic of the 
need for reform of the entire health in-
surance system. 

Clearly, we need reform. This Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights is just a first step, 
but a necessary step, toward health 
care reform. We cannot afford to miss 
the opportunity. We cannot allow the 
special interests to stall and delay any 
longer. We must act now. The people 
deserve no less. 

I thank you, Mr. President, for your 
indulgence, and I thank the Demo-
cratic leader very much for the addi-
tional time so I could conclude my 
statement on this very important piece 
of legislation. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 

that I be yielded 10 minutes of the time 
of the Senator from New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we have 
been involved now all week—and, I am 
sure, will be involved for some time 
longer—on the Patients’ Bill of Rights. 
It is an issue that is very broad. Quite 
frankly, there are different points of 
view. I cringe a little bit when I con-
stantly hear from the other side of the 
aisle that special interests are what is 
guiding it. I have to tell you, if there 
are special interests on one side, there 
are special interests on both sides. But 
I really do not think that. 

There are different points of view as 
to how we best help deliver health serv-
ices. I am getting a little weary of this 
special interest idea, when it is per-
fectly legitimate for us to have dif-
ferent ideas about how we do it. That is 
what this is all about. I think we ought 
to maybe go back to some basics and 
talk about it a little bit. 

I do not think it ought to be a polit-
ical issue. I do not think people on this 
side, who are concerned about driving 
up the costs or who are concerned 
about having an excess of litigation, 
are driven by special interests. They 
have views on that. I respect that. And 
I respect it on both sides. 

We have been dealing with a very 
complicated issue. In fact, this issue 
has been around the Senate now at 
least for 3 years. We have passed bills 
very similar, as a matter of fact, to 
what we are talking about now. We 

have tried to put them together with 
bills over in the House and have not 
succeeded in doing that. 

So there are differences of view in 
how you do it. It seems to me that it 
might be useful for us to take a little 
bit of time to go back to some fairly 
basic things and, I guess, examine, 
more than anything else, what our 
goals are, what it is, when this is over, 
we want to have accomplished. 

I get concerned sometimes that we 
get so involved in the details of every-
thing, and get argumentative about 
this and about that, when really the 
purpose ought to be to achieve certain 
goals when we are through. I think 
from time to time we should go back 
and sort of refresh ourselves as to what 
our goal is. That would be very impor-
tant. Everybody in this body wants to 
promote and provide for better health 
service. Is there a question about that? 
Of course not. Everybody wants to do 
that. 

I argue a little bit with the idea that 
our health care is not good. I think our 
health care is quite good, as a matter 
of fact. Could it be better? Of course. 
Should we have a Patients’ Bill of 
Rights? Of course. We ought to ensure 
that people receive what they are enti-
tled to receive. 

Everybody wants patients to be 
treated by medical providers and not 
by accountants. We agree on that, cer-
tainly. Everybody wants to pass a bill 
that will improve the fairness and en-
sure that patients receive what they 
are entitled to under their health con-
tract. I say ‘‘contract’’ because I want 
to remind ourselves that those of us 
who have insurance buy a service. That 
service is defined, and what we should 
expect to receive is the service that we 
have purchased, the service that is in 
that contract. 

From the conversation that goes on 
in this Chamber, sometimes I get the 
notion that if this bill passes every-
thing in health care will be provided. 
That is not the case. What this does is 
seek to ensure that what you are enti-
tled to under your insurance is pro-
vided, and the definitions are made by 
medical providers and not by attor-
neys. I think all of us would support 
that. 

There are quite different views, of 
course. Indeed, that is legitimate. That 
is why we have debate. That is why we 
have discussion. 

Yesterday we had a little back and 
forth on whether we were holding this 
bill up. I do not think it has been held 
up at all. It is a very complicated issue. 
We talked about it all day. We should 
talk about it. We need to know what is 
in the bill. The newest bill was only 
put in the RECORD on Tuesday. So it is 
quite a healthy bill and, in fact, needs 
to be reviewed. That is what we are 
doing. Should we stall it? Of course 
not. But we should have a thorough 
discussion about it. 

What are our goals? I guess one of 
the obvious ones, as I mentioned, is to 
ensure, to the best of our ability, that 
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whatever you are entitled to in your 
insurance coverage is made available 
to you. I think, along with that, we 
ought to say: made available to you as 
quickly as possible. This idea that 
somehow you feel as if you are being 
held up by some other decision, that 
you have to go to court to figure it 
out—I can tell you what, it may be a 
long time before you come to that deci-
sion, so there needs to be a method and 
methodology, of course, for coming to 
a nonbiased third party decision before 
you go to court. I think that should be 
one of them. 

What are some of the techniques that 
we ought to have? That is what we are 
really talking about. Are we talking 
about an independent medical appeal? 
It seems to me that makes a lot of 
sense. Or do we continue to talk about 
the fact that you have to go to court? 
Court is not a very satisfactory remedy 
for some kind of an argument in terms 
of health benefits. You usually need 
those resolved more quickly than 
would come from that. 

I think we have to talk a little about 
the costs. We talk all the time about 
the cost of insurance going up. We had 
what we called a series of 20/20 meet-
ings in Wyoming, trying to get a vision 
of where we wanted to be over time, so 
that the decisions we make in the in-
terim could help, hopefully, to get us 
there. 

I recall in one of the meetings—one 
of the last meetings we had in Casper, 
WY—the big emphasis was on small 
employers that couldn’t afford insur-
ance. Part of that is insurance. Part of 
that is the cost of health care, of 
course. 

So I guess my point is, health care 
can be the best in the world, but if we 
can’t afford it, and it is out of our 
reach because it is unaffordable, then 
we have not accomplished a great deal. 

One of our goals ought to be to find 
ways to keep the costs of health care 
within a manageable range so that peo-
ple can indeed take advantage and par-
ticipate. We need to ensure that the in-
surance coverage used by many peo-
ple—maybe most people—comes from 
their employer, that it is part of their 
job benefits. There are some disadvan-
tages to that, of course. That is one of 
the reasons we find ourselves where we 
are with HMOs to some extent. The 
employees do not normally have much 
input into what kind of coverage they 
have. If the coverage is not what they 
choose, then that is something between 
them and the employer. 

But we need to make sure that we 
don’t price, particularly small busi-
nesses, out of that coverage that people 
have become accustomed to and, in-
deed, is really a better way to provide 
it. The more we can bring people to-
gether, large employers, makes insur-
ance coverage easier. The idea of 
health insurance was to bring together 
a number of people into a group so that 
those who are healthy and those who 
are a little less healthy could share the 
costs. 

Again, in my experience, I remember 
the Farm Bureau in Wyoming started 
Blue Cross. And after a little bit, we 
found that generally agricultural peo-
ple were a little older and the costs 
that we had were higher. Our least ex-
pensive participants were finding 
cheaper insurance somewhere else and 
were selecting against us. That didn’t 
work. So you need to have larger 
groups that employers help provide. 

These are some of the things that are 
part of this. We act like it doesn’t mat-
ter what the system is, that we can 
make these changes and they will fix 
it. We do have to be a little more aware 
of how this thing is handled and what 
is going on. 

Again, we want employers to con-
tinue to provide insurance, but we have 
to ensure that they are not subject to 
all kinds of litigation, all kinds of li-
ability. That is not clear in the bill. We 
hear from one side that it is one way; 
we hear from the other side that it is 
another way. What is our goal? Is our 
goal that we should, to the extent pos-
sible, eliminate the liability from em-
ployers in terms of them carrying and 
providing insurance? It seems to me 
that ought to be one of the results we 
seek. 

There are lots of pretty basic issues 
that we need to address and then take 
a look at the details to see if, in fact, 
those details are going to produce the 
kinds of a outcomes for which we are 
looking. 

Again, we ought to try to make cer-
tain that every patient, every covered 
person gets those things they are enti-
tled to under their contract. Certainly 
that is what we need to do. We need to 
find the simplest, easiest, least expen-
sive technique for ensuring that that is 
the way that it is done. We need, along 
with that, to ensure that we do not 
have an excessive cost which causes 
people to stop providing insurance and 
that we have a higher number of 
uninsureds than we now have. 

In order to do that, we have to make 
sure that unless there is an involve-
ment in that decision with regard to 
the contract, employers should not be 
liable. 

Those are the kinds of things we hear 
from the sponsors of each of these bills. 
I appreciate the opportunity to talk on 
it. I hope we will move forward. I hope 
we end up with a bill that will provide 
the provisions we seek. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his 10 minutes. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, the 
Senate has begun to consider sweeping 
legislation which, if passed and en-

acted, will have significant con-
sequences for all Americans and our 
health care system. This is an unprece-
dented opportunity to frame the debate 
for improving the quality of health 
care in this country. 

As most Americans know, we here in 
America have the best medical care in 
the world. The question is how to make 
that excellent care accessible and af-
fordable for all Americans. 

We have an excellent health care sys-
tem in our Nation, yet there are those 
who are not able to get good care when 
they need it. And, there are many in 
our Nation who tax and over-use the 
system. Somewhere between the excel-
lence of our medical procedures and 
the demands placed upon them, we 
have a problem with delivery. 

In the debate now underway, we will 
be grappling with big questions. How 
do we make that excellent care avail-
able to everyone? Who gets the care? 
Who pays? Who is accountable? Those 
are the questions that need to be an-
swered. Common sense demands we act 
reasonably in answering those ques-
tions. 

The debate is about the American 
right to have access to the best health 
care available. It is not a Republican or 
Democrat issue. It is a national issue 
as important as any we face, and to 
keep score now does not address our 
Nation’s best interest. 

Let me be very clear: the best thing 
we can do for Americans is to ensure, 
and when possible, expand their access 
to quality, affordable health care. Let’s 
use the debate on the differing pro-
posals pending before us to work to-
ward this goal. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, this 
week the Senate began discussion of 
the Patients’ Bill of Rights, a long 
overdue bill which patient advocates 
have fought to pass for nearly 5 years. 
I am disappointed that we were not 
able to move directly to a full discus-
sion of the bill earlier this week as Ma-
jority Leader DASCHLE attempted to 
do, but I am pleased that we finally 
began this critically important discus-
sion. I also want to commend the dis-
tinguished Senate Majority Leader 
DASCHLE for his leadership in bringing 
this crucial legislation to the floor and 
making this top priority legislation his 
first directive as Senate Majority 
Leader. 

The Senate begins debate of a bipar-
tisan bill that was introduced in both 
the House and Senate which covers all 
Americans and holds HMOs account-
able when they make medical deci-
sions. I am proud to be cosponsoring 
the Senate Bipartisan Patient Protec-
tion Act which is sponsored by Sen-
ators MCCAIN, EDWARDS, and KENNEDY. 
Approximately 500 provider and pa-
tients’ rights groups have endorsed this 
bipartisan legislation which achieves 
overwhelming support because it rep-
resents a balanced approach to ensur-
ing patient safety and health plan ac-
countability without significantly rais-
ing health plan premiums or employer 
costs. 
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The last time the Senate debated this 

legislation was in July of 1999. At that 
time, the Senate ended up passing a 
much weaker patient protection bill 
while the House passed a strong bipar-
tisan patients’ bill of rights by a vote 
of 275 to 151. The McCain-Edwards-Ken-
nedy bill that we will be debating this 
week and next is a carefully, crafted bi-
partisan compromise and the only pa-
tients’ rights legislation currently 
under consideration that assures pa-
tients the protections they need. 

Although penetration of HMOs in 
South Dakota is not all that prevalent 
as it is in other parts of the country, 
South Dakotans still deserve the same 
patient protections as individuals liv-
ing in New York, Washington or Cali-
fornia. 

The Bipartisan Patient Protection 
Act will guarantee access to essential 
prescription drugs; allow access to 
needed health care specialists; ensure 
patients can access emergency room 
care where and when the need arises; 
require continuity of care protections 
so that patients will not have to 
change doctors in the middle of their 
treatment; provide access to a fair, un-
biased, and timely internal and inde-
pendent external appeals process to ad-
dress health plan grievances; assure 
that doctors and patients can openly 
discuss treatment options; and includes 
an enforcement mechanism that en-
sures these rights are real. 

Also, the McCain-Edwards bill en-
sures that States have flexibility while 
protecting all Americans in all health 
plans. This compromise legislation 
clarifies that in the case of a State 
that has enacted protections that are 
‘‘substantially equivalent,’’ the State 
may seek certification from the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices to use its standard rather than the 
Federal one. The standards for certi-
fying State laws that meet or exceed 
the Federal minimum standard ensure 
than only more protective State laws 
will replace the Federal standards 
while providing for strong oversight. 

The McCain-Edwards-Kennedy bill is 
a true bipartisan compromise and 
should not be watered down or weak-
ened before passage. The McCain- 
Edwards-Kennedy bill builds on the 
progress made by the Norwood-Dingell 
bill—which had the votes of approxi-
mately 60 Republicans in the House— 
on a number of key provisions, includ-
ing strengthening protections for em-
ployers to ensure that they are not lia-
ble unless they have directly partici-
pated in a health plan decision; com-
promising on liability and placing suits 
based on administrative plan decisions 
in Federal court to ensure that insur-
ers have uniform standards; and in-
creasing State flexibility and allowing 
them to keep their own patient protec-
tions if they are substantially equiva-
lent. 

I am concerned that opponents of 
this bill will want to load up the bill 
with proposals that will weigh down its 
chances for passage. They will propose 

inefficient tax credits that do little to 
expand health insurance coverage, 
medical savings accounts, and associa-
tion health plans and include other tax 
cuts to try and make it a tax-break 
Christmas tree for the special inter-
ests. I hope that we can avoid par-
liamentary maneuvers that serve only 
to sink this long-overdue legislation. I 
believe that Americans deserve a bill 
that assures them the patient protec-
tions they need. 

Nearly every doctors’ association, 
every nurses’ association, and every 
patients’ rights group in America 
agrees that we need a strong, enforce-
able, Patients’ Bill of Rights now. Re-
cent polls indicate overwhelming sup-
port for this legislation. As the Wash-
ington Post reported today, ‘‘Patients’ 
Rights Debate Opens On Angry Note,’’ 
June 20, 2001, a recent Pew Research 
Center said that 77 percent of those 
surveyed favored passage of a bill giv-
ing patients the right to sue HMOs, 
with overwhelming support across all 
party lines. We need to put people’s in-
terests ahead of the special interest 
here on Capitol Hill and move forward 
with passage of this critical legisla-
tion. I am looking forward to an open 
and fair debate and the passage of a 
real Patients’ Bill of Rights that will 
truly strengthen our health care sys-
tem, protect South Dakota families, 
and enrich our Nation for the 21st cen-
tury. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I will 
continue the discussion we have been 
having over the last few days about 
some of the concerns relative to the 
McCain bill in the area of liability, es-
pecially as it relates to employers end-
ing up being sued. It is important to 
put it in context. 

We continue to hear a lot of anec-
dotal stories which are compelling 
about people who have been maltreated 
by their HMOs or by their insurers. It 
is important to remember that there 
has not yet been a story related on the 
floor, as compelling as they are, that 
would not have been addressed not only 
by the McCain bill but by the Breaux- 
Frist-Jeffords bill or by the Nickles 
bill which was on the floor last year. 

So those are not the issue. We all in-
tend to introduce a bill that makes 
sure that people have adequate re-
course when they are treated improp-
erly by HMOs or by their health in-
surer. The problem we have with the 
McCain bill is that it is essentially a 
gross expansion of the ability to sue. It 
is a bill that was designed for the pur-
pose of allowing lawsuits against em-
ployers at a rate which has never been 
conceived of under present law or in 
other bills being considered. 

The bill creates all sorts of new 
causes of action and new opportunities 
for these lawsuits. As a result of the 
expansion and explosion of lawsuits, 
you are going to see employers drop-
ping insurance and people being left 
without insurance. So instead of being 
a Patients’ Bill of Rights, it is going to 
be a bill that creates employees who 
have no insurance. 

It would be just the opposite result 
that we should be looking toward. In 
fact, CBO has scored the McCain bill as 
being a bill that will cost 1.3 million 
Americans their insurance, because it 
will be dropped by their employers. The 
reason is simple: The bill just was writ-
ten for lawyers by lawyers and of law-
yers—trial lawyers. 

For example, it allows forum shop-
ping, one of the age-old games that is 
played in the legal community. I used 
to be a lawyer and we used to forum 
shop when I was doing trial work. It al-
lows forum shopping, which is some-
thing that should not be allowed and is 
not allowed today because ERISA con-
trols this area, and the Federal courts 
are responsible. But under this bill you 
can go to Federal court or State court, 
depending on where you think you are 
going to get the most recovery. Some 
States have no compensation caps, no 
liability caps, and punitive damages 
are available in State courts; some-
times you may pick the State court 
and other times the Federal court, de-
pending on the judge and the type of 
jury you expect to get. Forum shopping 
allows the employer, as I have talked 
about, to be sued for minor offenses 
that are administrative. Literally hun-
dreds of new causes of actions are cre-
ated under this bill—hundreds—where 
the employer can be sued in private 
causes of action. It allows employers to 
be sued for unlimited compensatory 
damages, and for punitive damages, 
which is something that cannot occur 
today under Federal law. 

It has a new title—‘‘special assess-
ments,’’ I think, is the term in Federal 
court—with a $5 million cap. Today, 
you can’t sue for punitive damages. 
But that is really irrelevant to the cap 
because you can get around the cap by 
going to State court with the forum 
shopping opportunities. So punitive 
damages are there. 

Punitive damages is one of the things 
that worries employers the most. Most 
employers accept the risk of punitive 
damages if it is for a product they 
produce. If I am an employer and I am 
making desktops, I accept the risk that 
I make a good desk top and I sell it. If 
something goes wrong with that, I ac-
cept the risk that I should be subject 
to liability. But what we are talking 
about here is making the employer lia-
ble for medical treatment that his or 
her employee gets because the em-
ployer presented his or her employee, 
as part of employment, health insur-
ance. 

The employer doesn’t have any con-
trol over a doctor that acts poorly or 
an HMO that acts irresponsibly, but 
under this bill an employer can be sub-
ject to punitive liability. That is some-
thing most employers find totally un-
acceptable—and they should. That is 
why you will have employers walking 
away from the insurance concepts and 
from giving insurance if this bill 
passes. That is why you will have more 
people uninsured. It permits a lawsuit 
right out of the box. You do not have 
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to go through the administrative ap-
peals process. 

Now, the great strength of both the 
Frist bill and the Nickles bill is that 
they try to avoid lawsuits while still 
giving the person who has been injured 
redress. The way they do that is 
through an administrative appeals 
process that has independent doctors, 
independent reviewers, people who 
have nothing to do with the HMO, 
nothing to do with the employer, re-
viewing the situation when you think 
you have been maltreated or poorly 
treated by your HMO or your doctor, 
and they are totally independent and 
you get a fair and honest evaluation. 
That is called the external appeals 
process. That is an important reform 
and an important right for patients—a 
huge right and an important right for 
patients. 

But what the McCain bill does is say 
you don’t have to go through that 
stuff. You can go directly to court and 
bypass the external appeals process. 
This is a huge loophole for the purpose 
of creating more lawsuits. Any good 
lawyer is going to be able to skip the 
external appeals process and go di-
rectly to court and sue not only the 
HMO and the doctor—potentially, but 
also sue the employer. Under this bill, 
the lawyer would be committing mal-
practice if they didn’t sue the em-
ployer. So that is another area where 
you have this huge expansion of law-
suits. Not only that, but you under-
mine what is true reform. True reform 
is destroyed by that proposal. 

Another area where the plaintiff’s 
trial lawyer language and fingerprints 
are all over this bill is that there basi-
cally is no time limit for when you can 
bring the action. If, after the 180-day 
appeals process has expired, you decide 
you have a cause of injury, you can 
claim a cause of injury and you toll the 
statute of limitations. You could be 10 
years out under this bill and still ener-
gize an action against the HMO, the in-
surance company, and the employer. It 
is basically open-ended. It is lawsuits 
to infinity. 

In addition, of course, it allows for si-
multaneous lawsuits. Not only do you 
have forum shopping, you can sue in all 
the forums, all the time, altogether. 
You might have some employer who is 
running a small restaurant, with 
maybe 30, 40 employees, or who has a 
small startup business, with maybe 20 
or 30 employees, or a few gas stations 
that he operates, or a repair station 
with 20, 30, 50 employees; they can sud-
denly find themselves defending a case 
on literally hundreds of different 
causes of action in two different fo-
rums within one State, in the Federal 
court and the State court. This could 
be so multiplied that they would have 
to hire 16 law firms to defend them-
selves. And the cost is extraordinary. 

The average cost of defending a mal-
practice issue is $77,000. That is more 
than the profits of many small busi-
nesses in America today. And they all 
can be drawn into these lawsuits. It 

won’t be the insurance companies they 
will have to defend—they will, too, but 
the employer will also have to defend 
under this bill. So you can have con-
secutive and simultaneous claims both 
in State and Federal court. Plus you 
can have multiple and duplicative class 
action lawsuits. 

Class action lawsuits are not allowed 
under present law. I do not think they 
are allowed under the Nickles bill. I am 
pretty sure they are not allowed under 
the Frist-Breaux bill, and they are not 
allowed in present law under ERISA. 
Under this bill one can have multiple 
class action suits under ERISA and 
under RICO for the same violation. 

That is why, because of all these dif-
ferent opportunities to sue, I have 
called it the ‘‘Lawyers Who Want to be 
Millionaires Act.’’ That is why this bill 
generates such a huge loss of insurance 
to people. Of course, our goal should be 
to cause people to be insured, not to 
become uninsured, but the result of 
this bill is that the people become un-
insured instead of being insured to the 
tune of at least 1.3 million people, ac-
cording to CBO’s estimate. That is ex-
traordinarily low, by my estimate, but 
that is still a huge number. 

Some want to increase the number of 
uninsured because they see that as the 
vehicle of putting more pressure on the 
Federal Government to step in and in-
sure everyone through some national-
ized system. But I think we have seen 
from the experiences of our neighbors 
in Canada and our friends in England 
that a nationalized system is not the 
solution. It produces a huge penalty, 
and it means that health care deterio-
rates, it is rationed, and that research 
and movement into new types of treat-
ments are significantly limited and se-
verely impaired. 

This bill which creates all these new 
uninsured, creates all these new law-
suits, and which puts the employer at 
risk, is off in the wrong direction. We 
have proposals which do address the 
needs of patients. They have been pro-
posed by Senators JEFFORDS, FRIST, 
and BREAUX. They have been proposed 
by Senator NICKLES. They are good pro-
posals, and they address the needs of 
Americans who interface with their 
HMOs or their other insurers and do 
not get fair treatment. We are very 
strongly supportive of those, but we 
cannot support a bill which, in the 
name of patients’ rights, actually puts 
more people out on the street and 
makes more people uninsured, so actu-
ally reduces rates. I believe my time 
has expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-
PER). The Senator from New Hampshire 
has 61⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GREGG. I reserve that time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator reserves his time. Who yields 
time? 

The Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, it 

is my understanding that amendments 
are now in order and the Republican 
side will have the first opportunity. I 
call up amendment No.—— 

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator will 
yield, I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By yield-
ing back the remainder of time, the 
Senate can now proceed to amend-
ments. The Senator from Arkansas is 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 807 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 

call up amendment No. 807, which is at 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCH-

INSON] for himself and Mr. BOND, proposes an 
amendment numbered 807. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

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

Code of 1986 to provide a deduction for 100 
percent of health insurance costs of self- 
employed individuals) 
At the end, add the following: 

SEC. ll. DEDUCTION FOR 100 PERCENT OF 
HEALTH INSURANCE COSTS OF 
SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
162(l) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—In the case 
of an individual who is an employee within 
the meaning of section 401(c)(1), there shall 
be allowed as a deduction under this section 
an amount equal to 100 percent of the 
amount paid during the taxable year for in-
surance which constitutes medical care for 
the taxpayer and the taxpayer’s spouse and 
dependents.’’. 

(b) CLARIFICATION OF LIMITATIONS ON OTHER 
COVERAGE.—The first sentence of section 
162(l)(2)(B) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended to read as follows: ‘‘Para-
graph (1) shall not apply to any taxpayer for 
any calendar month for which the taxpayer 
participates in any subsidized health plan 
maintained by any employer (other than an 
employer described in section 401(c)(4)) of the 
taxpayer or the spouse of the taxpayer.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2001. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, 
earlier this morning as I left the Cham-
ber after the vote to proceed to the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, I was approached 
by a reporter who said: Senator HUTCH-
INSON, what do you have to say about 
all of these terrible stories, these hor-
ror stories that are being presented on 
the floor of the Senate? 

My response was: They are true; they 
are right. We are all horrified by some 
of the abuses that have occurred and 
the need for patient protection. 

I went on to say: Whether it is the 
Nickles bill from last year on which 
many worked so hard, whether it is the 
Frist-Jeffords bill this year, or whether 
it is the Kennedy-McCain bill, all of 
them have agreed upon basic patient 
protections; that every one of these 
stories that have been graphically por-
trayed in the Senate will have been ad-
dressed by these pieces of legislation. 
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Whether it is access to the closest 
emergency room, whether it is direct 
access to an OB/GYN, or any of the 
basic protections, all of these bills ad-
dress those concerns. 

The biggest point of contention, I 
went on to comment, is on whether or 
not there is going to be an open-ended 
right to sue that will cost millions of 
Americans health insurance coverage. 
Are we going to have a bill that is so 
prone to lawsuits that those lawsuits 
will increase the cost of premiums and, 
as a result, employers are either going 
to drop their insurance or increase the 
copays and, as a result, we are going to 
see millions more lose their health in-
surance? That is the debate. 

We are talking about people in need. 
We need not just focus upon those ter-
rible stories where an insurance com-
pany may have overruled a medical de-
cision of a doctor. We need to address 
that, but there is a consensus on that. 
What we need to remember is we must 
not in this legislation do such harm to 
our system that we actually have a 
cure that is worse than the malady. 

We have to keep in mind the whole 
issue of access, and the amendment 
that Senator BOND and I offer today ad-
dresses specifically how we can de-
crease the number of uninsured in this 
country instead of exacerbating a situ-
ation that is growing worse year by 
year. 

The Kennedy-McCain bill before us, I 
am afraid, will, without question, in-
crease premiums, CBO says, by 4.2 per-
cent. That surely is a conservative es-
timate. But even with the 4.2 percent, 
we will see 300,000 new uninsured for 
every percentage point of increase in 
health care premiums. We are going to 
see well over a million, 1.3 million, lose 
their health care benefits. I think it 
will be far more than that. 

This is of deep concern to me. Forty- 
three million Americans are currently 
uninsured, and in my home State of 
Arkansas, there are almost a half mil-
lion people who do not have health in-
surance. Twenty-two percent of the 
State population is uninsured. 

We must not, I believe, in our zeal to 
have new patient protections open the 
door to increases in premiums that are 
going to result in hundreds of thou-
sands of people losing their health in-
surance. 

Roughly half of employers, 46 per-
cent, reported ‘‘they likely would get 
out of the business of providing health 
care coverage if exposed to increased 
liability.’’ And that is what we are con-
fronted with in the Kennedy-McCain 
bill: increased liability. 

Similarly, 48 percent said expanded 
liability would hinder care, and 80 per-
cent said it would increase consumer 
costs. 

I know that as the American people 
become more familiar with the Ken-
nedy-McCain bill and what its liability 
provisions are, they are going to be less 
and less enamored by the Kennedy- 
McCain version of the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. 

We are going to pass, I believe with 
all my heart, a Patients’ Bill of Rights. 
It is my hope we will pass one that will 
not add to the ranks of the uninsured. 

According to the Urban Institute, 
medical malpractice claims take an av-
erage of 60 months to file, 25 months to 
resolve, and 5 years to receive pay-
ment. 

With increased liability, we are not 
talking about increased health care for 
patients, we are talking about in-
creased dollars for trial lawyers. 

The Kennedy-McCain bill allows un-
limited economic damages, unlimited 
noneconomic damages, unlimited puni-
tive damages, both in State court and 
Federal court, taking two bites out of 
the apple. This whole issue of access is 
what concerns me. 

Our amendment will provide an im-
mediate 100-percent deductibility for 
the self-employed. The Senate has 
taken a position on this in the past. 
This bill that Senator BOND has coura-
geously taken the lead on for years had 
52 cosponsors in the Senate, so we 
know where the Senate stands on this 
issue. It is one of equity, it is one of 
fairness, it is one of decreasing the 
number of uninsured in this country. 

As current law stands, self-employed 
individuals are only allowed to deduct 
60 percent of their health insurance 
costs this year, 70 percent next year, 
and only in the year 2003 will the self- 
insured be allowed to deduct 100 per-
cent of health insurance costs. 

Corporations are allowed 100-percent 
deduction for their health insurance 
costs right now. Employees receive 100- 
percent exclusion for their health in-
surance paid by their employers right 
now. However, to the self-employed in-
dividual, we have said: We know it is 
unfair, we know there is a disparity, we 
know there is an inequity. You wait. 
You have waited years, wait 2 more 
years. In 2003 we will finally give you 
equal treatment. 

There is no excuse as we deal with 
this Patients’ Bill of Rights legisla-
tion, not to make that 100-percent de-
ductibility immediate. Under this 
amendment, beginning January 1 of 
next year, there is a 100-percent de-
ductibility allowed. 

This is an appropriate step to take. 
Self-employed individuals under this 
amendment are allowed to deduct 100 
percent of the costs of health insurance 
for themselves and their families be-
ginning next year. This is one small 
step, and a very important and signifi-
cant step, in turning back the direction 
of this legislation, which is to increase 
the number of uninsured. 

It also corrects the disparity under 
current law that prohibits a self-em-
ployed individual from deducting his or 
her health care costs if he or she is 
simply eligible to participate in an-
other health insurance plan, whether 
offered through a second job or by a 
spouse’s employer. The Hutchinson- 
Bond amendment addresses this by dis-
allowing the deduction only if the self- 
employed individual actually partici-
pates in another health insurance plan. 

The question might be asked, and 
should be asked, Who are the self-em-
ployed? I received an e-mail from one 
of our small self-employed businesses 
in Arkansas. I will read but the perti-
nent aspect: 

Patrick Burnett, PB& J Creative Commu-
nications, Little Rock, Arkansas. 

Senator HUTCHINSON: The main issues 
plaguing those of us who decide to work 
independently are unaffordable and nontax 
deductible health insurance. I have no insur-
ance right now because I can’t afford it. 

The bill before the Senate, unless we 
address some of these issues, will only 
make that situation worse. Who are 
these people? Of the 12.5 million self- 
employed individuals in this country, 
3.1 percent are uninsured. These self- 
employed, almost one out of four, can-
not afford to buy insurance. Almost 
one out of four of the self-employed in 
this country could write exactly the e- 
mail I received in which he said, ‘‘I 
can’t afford to buy insurance.’’ One- 
hundred-percent deductibility helps re-
lieve that. 

Who are these people? Nearly 70 per-
cent of these individuals earn less than 
$50,000 annually. Some might say: Self- 
employed equates to affluent, high in-
come. Why should we provide 100-per-
cent deductibility for those who can af-
ford it? 

The fact is, one out of four self-em-
ployed are not insured because they 
cannot afford it, because 70 percent of 
these individuals earn less than $50,000 
annually. When you count the number 
of family members a self-employed 
family has, 21.6 million Americans ben-
efit from the Hutchinson-Bond amend-
ment, including—and I emphasize this 
to my colleague—including 6.4 million 
children, of whom 1 million are cur-
rently not insured at all. 

If we want to talk about caring about 
people, if we want to display emo-
tional, heart-rending pictures in the 
Senate that tear at the very heart of 
all who care about those who are hurt-
ing and vulnerable in our society, 
think about those 1 million children 
today in the homes of the self-em-
ployed who are uninsured because—at 
least in part—because we have not 
given them treatment equal to that of 
the large corporations. We have not 
given them the 100-percent deduct-
ibility. 

The purpose of this amendment is 
simple. Increasing the deductibility of 
health insurance for the self-employed 
is an important step toward equalizing 
the Tax Code treatment of health in-
surance and increasing its afford-
ability. 

What difference will it make? The 
tax savings will be substantial. If a 
self-employed individual trying to buy 
health insurance finds out the pre-
miums are $6,000 per year—not un-
likely; it could well be higher than 
that; perhaps they have insurance and 
they are paying that $6,000 per year— 
current law allows the current deduc-
tion, 60 percent for the self-employed. 

If they are in the 27-percent tax 
bracket, they currently have tax sav-
ings at that 27-percent tax bracket of 
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$972. Under the Hutchinson-Bond 
amendment, under the 100-percent de-
duction that we allow, that $3,600 they 
can deduct currently increases to $6,000 
and the $972 in savings increases to 
$1,620. That means an additional sav-
ings from this amendment for that self- 
employed individual of $648. That is 
very significant, very meaningful. It 
may well be the difference for literally 
millions and whether they have the 
ability to purchase that insurance or 
whether they stay in the ranks of the 
uninsured or join the ranks of the un-
insured. 

The Joint Committee on Taxation es-
timates this amendment reduces reve-
nues by $214 million in fiscal year 2002, 
$642 million in fiscal year 2003, for a 
total of $856 over 10 years, and that 
minimal revenue loss is easily accom-
modated under the budget resolution. 

I am very pleased the first amend-
ment on this Patients’ Bill of Rights is 
one that will deal with the issue of ac-
cess and is going to reduce the number 
of uninsured and try, in so doing, to 
improve this bill. 

I am pleased to be joined in cospon-
soring this amendment with a man who 
has led this fight for years and deserves 
enormous credit for the progress that 
has been made on this issue. 

I ask unanimous consent to add Sen-
ator COLLINS and Senator ALLEN as co-
sponsors of the amendment. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. I inquire of the Sen-
ators, would they be interested in en-
tering into a time agreement for this 
amendment? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. This is at the 
very heart of this bill on access, and I 
think we need a lot of time to talk 
about this. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I commend 

my colleague and neighbor from Ar-
kansas for offering this amendment 
which will fulfill the promise we have 
been making to the self-employed in 
America for a long time. 

Small business owners, farmers, and 
others have suffered. Their families 
have been denied health insurance be-
cause the Tax Code has unfairly dis-
criminated against those who are self- 
employed. 

They say if you work for a large or-
ganization, if it is a taxable organiza-
tion, it deducts all of the health insur-
ance premiums paid by that organiza-
tion. The recipient, the employee, does 
not have to report that health insur-
ance as income. Therefore, there is an 
incentive to provide health care cov-
erage. 

I have been involved in debate on 
health care coverage in this body al-
most since I came here. We have talked 
about how we can make sure that 
every American is covered. What the 
Senator from Arkansas is doing today 
in offering this amendment is saying 
now is the time, we are going to pro-

vide 100-percent deductibility for those 
who are self-employed. 

Over the years—and I will talk about 
it later—we have gradually moved up 
the deductibility. But when I go home 
and I talk to a group of farmers or 
small business owners who have come 
together to ask what the U.S. Govern-
ment is doing for them or to them, I 
say: Well, if you can just hold off until 
the end of 2003 to get sick, we will 
allow you to have 100-percent deduct-
ibility. They say: Well, I want to en-
sure that neither I nor my family suf-
fers an illness that requires us to get 
health care. And what the Senator 
from Arkansas is doing today is saying 
if we are going to debate a significant 
bill on health care that focuses on the 
patients, let us make sure we cover 
those who need to be covered. 

Access to health care is one of the 
greatest challenges we face. 

Yesterday I discussed a number of se-
rious problems I have with the McCain- 
Kennedy bill. Today as we start the 
long and arduous process of actually 
working on the bill, as we should have 
in committee—we are going to have to 
mark up the bill in the Chamber—we 
all hold in our hearts the high goal, the 
high hope that we will pass patient 
protection legislation that works, that 
gets health care coverage, that pro-
vides the patients the protection from 
health care organizations, HMOs or in-
surance companies, that want to put 
their bottom line profits ahead of the 
well-being of patients. 

In its zeal, however, to provide pa-
tient protections, the McCain-Kennedy 
bill adds significantly to the cost of 
health care. The end result? More than 
170 million Americans will pay more 
for health care. The lucky ones will 
pay more. The unlucky ones will actu-
ally lose their insurance. 

The CBO tells us that McCain-Ken-
nedy increases costs on average by 4.2 
percent. When you use the general rule 
of thumb that a 1-percentage-point in-
crease in premiums means a loss of in-
surance for 300,000 people, this means 
the McCain-Kennedy bill will cost 1.25 
million Americans their health care 
coverage. But we can be a little more 
specific. 

Yesterday I pointed out that we had 
had phone calls, faxes, letters from 
small businesses in Missouri telling us 
what they would do if they were sub-
jected to the potential liabilities of the 
McCain-Kennedy bill. Yesterday we 
had 1,042 Missouri citizens who would 
stand to lose their coverage. Today I 
want to read a letter from a woman 
with a small convenience store in a 
rural part of Missouri. She says: 

About 2 years ago we started carrying a 
group health insurance plan for our employ-
ees. We currently have 6 employees and 4 de-
pendents on this plan. We pay 100 percent of 
the employees costs and make payroll deduc-
tions for the dependents. None of our em-
ployees had any major illnesses or hospital 
stays in the previous year, but we had a 22 
percent increase in our premiums anyway. 
This year one of our employees was diag-
nosed with breast cancer. She’s had surgery 

and has completed chemotherapy. She now 
has to go through radiation therapy for 6 
weeks and then reconstruction surgery. She 
told me that had she not had insurance she 
would have died because there was no way 
she could have afforded this treatment and 
surgery. She is 42 years old. I am very con-
cerned about ever-increasing costs of health 
care, but I am personally afraid not to carry 
it. If expanded liability were to pass, we 
would definitely have to drop our group cov-
erage because we could not financially put 
ourselves at risk if workers were allowed to 
sue their employers as well as HMOs, if they 
felt like they had been denied some cov-
erage. 

So today, Mr. President, I give you 
an update on the numbers. It is now 
1,287 people who will lose their health 
care coverage from the expanded liabil-
ity of the McCain-Kennedy bill. 

I would point out that the woman 
who wrote me that letter is self-em-
ployed. She only gets to deduct a por-
tion of her health care coverage. This 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Arkansas would increase to 100 
percent the deductibility of her health 
care coverage. So it obviously would 
enhance her ability to continue to pay 
for herself and her family. But with the 
expanded liability of the McCain-Ken-
nedy bill, there would be another 10 
people denied health care coverage in 
Missouri. 

Apparently the proponents of this 
piece of legislation before us think that 
is worth it—enriching trial lawyers is 
important enough that they place a 
higher priority on them than on cov-
erage for almost 1.3 million Americans. 
Is this a Patients’ Bill of Rights or a 
lawyers’ bill of rights? 

If we are going to do something, how-
ever, that threatens to reduce cov-
erage, should we not at least do some-
thing that makes sense at the same 
time to try to increase coverage and 
access to health insurance? Apparently 
some on the other side would say no. 
With this bill, they say we are going to 
take coverage away from more than 1 
million Americans but we are not 
going to do a single thing to help peo-
ple who are not covered get the cov-
erage they deserve. 

This first amendment offered by the 
Senator from Arkansas tries to correct 
this callous approach. I am sure there 
will be a variety of attempts to in-
crease access to coverage during this 
debate. This route focuses on the 21.6 
million Americans who are self-em-
ployed or in families headed by a self- 
employed individual. 

On January 22 of this year I intro-
duced S. 29, the Self-Employed Health 
Insurance Fairness Act of 2001. I am 
pleased that the Senator from Illinois, 
Mr. DURBIN, is the lead cosponsor out 
of the 52 cosponsors who have joined 
this bill so far. Obviously, this is im-
portant to many Members of this body. 

During the time I have served as 
chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Small Business—and now as its rank-
ing member—one of my top priorities 
has been to ensure full deductibility of 
health insurance for the self-employed, 
and to provide it now. 
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Today, while the self-employed can 

deduct 60 percent of their health insur-
ance costs, they are still not on a level 
playing field with large businesses 
which can deduct 100 percent. While 
the self-employed are slated to have 
full deductibility in 2003, these small 
business owners and their families 
should not have to wait any longer to 
get sick. 

With only partial deductibility, it 
comes as no surprise that a quarter of 
the self-employed still do not have 
health insurance. In fact, 4.8 million 
Americans live in families headed by a 
self-employed individual, and those 
families include more than a million 
children who lack adequate health in-
surance coverage due at least in part to 
our failure to provide full deductibility 
for their health insurance costs. 

Coverage of these self-employed indi-
viduals and their children through the 
self-employed health insurance deduc-
tion will enable the private sector to 
address the health care needs of these 
individuals rather than an expensive 
and intrusive Government program. 

Full deductibility has been on the 
must-do list of the national small busi-
ness groups for too long. I know the 
farm groups and the Farm Bureau and 
other groups have long argued for this. 

Last year when I convened the Na-
tional Women’s Small Business Sum-
mit in Kansas City, having full deduct-
ibility of health insurance for the self- 
employed was one of their top goals. I 
assured them at the time that we 
would bring this to the attention of our 
colleagues in this body, and I do so 
again today. 

In the 107th Congress we have a tre-
mendous opportunity to see this goal 
achieved in a bipartisan manner to the 
benefit of all the country’s self-em-
ployed individuals. We have had bipar-
tisan support for this proposition in 
the past, and I expect we will do so 
today. 

For some of you who may not re-
member or may not have been here or 
probably have just forgotten, this bat-
tle has been going on in this body for a 
long time. 

In 1995, I offered an amendment to 
the Balanced Budget Act which would 
have increased the health insurance de-
duction to the self-employed to 50 per-
cent. I thought this was a great start. 
Unfortunately, President Clinton ve-
toed it. 

In 1996, I worked with Senator Kasse-
baum to include in the Health Insur-
ance Portability and Accountability 
Act an increase in the self-employed 
health insurance deduction incremen-
tally to 80 percent over 10 years. 

In 1997, provisions of my Home-Based 
Business Fairness Act were included in 
the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 to fi-
nally increase the deduction to 100 per-
cent, with full deductibility occurring 
in 2007. The Taxpayer Relief Act also 
accelerated the phase-in over then ex-
isting laws. 

In 1998, as part of the omnibus appro-
priations bill, I worked to see that the 

phase-in of 100-percent deductibility 
was accelerated from 2007 to 2003. We 
also succeeded in substantially increas-
ing the deduction in the intervening 
years. Under that measure, the deduc-
tion was raised to 60 percent for 1999, 
2000, and 2001, to 70 percent for 2002, 
and to 100 percent in 2003. These were 
increases of 10 to 20 percent. 

In 1999, I worked to include in the 
Taxpayer Refund and Relief Act 100- 
percent deductibility in 2000. Unfortu-
nately, former President Clinton ve-
toed that bill. Had he not done so, the 
self-employed in America would be en-
joying full deductibility of health in-
surance costs today. 

In 2000, I worked to provide imme-
diate full deductibility in the min-
imum wage tax package, the Patients’ 
Bill of Rights legislation, and the year-
end small business tax package. There 
is no surprise to say that the veto 
threats from the Clinton administra-
tion derailed those bills, and, once 
again, the self-employed were denied 
full deductibility. 

This year, the Finance Committee, 
on a bipartisan basis, was good enough 
to provide immediate full deductibility 
in the package that was brought to the 
Senate floor and which passed the full 
Senate. Thank you, leaders of the Fi-
nance Committee, Senator GRASSLEY 
and Senator BAUCUS. Unfortunately, I 
must tell you that the provision was 
removed in the conference and did not 
pass into law with the rest of the Presi-
dent’s tax cut package. 

The bottom line, immediate full de-
ductibility for the self-employed has 
overwhelming bipartisan support. It 
was passed by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee and the full Senate multiple 
times in the past. 

As my colleague from Arkansas has 
pointed out, according to the Joint 
Committee on Taxation, the amend-
ment is expected to cost $214 million in 
2002 and $641 million in 2003. 

As a result, the 5- and 10-year costs of 
the amendment is really only the first 
2 years when we get to 100-percent de-
ductibility, and that total cost is $855 
million. That is within the budget pa-
rameters that we adopted and under 
which we operate. 

In summary, let me say that after 
waiting for too long we now have an-
other chance to see that self-employed 
Americans get health insurance by 
passing this important provision. Our 
chance to pass it is on a bill that des-
perately needs to deal with the prob-
lem of insurance coverage and insur-
ance access. 

As we look to protect patients, we 
must be expanding—not limiting—ac-
cess to care. We will have further 
amendments that deal with some of the 
problems that could substantially limit 
access to care, could drive out small 
businesses—such as the small busi-
nesses that have already told me that, 
without change in the liability provi-
sions of the McCain-Kennedy bill, they 
will have to cut off health care to 1,287 
Missouri citizens. 

This is just the beginning, good 
friends. Wait until you start hearing 
from small businesses in your State 
that I believe will tell you they will 
not be able to continue to provide 
health care coverage for their employ-
ees if they are going to be subjected to 
liability whenever there is a problem 
with their health insurance coverage. 

We believe more than 1 million 
Americans will lose their coverage as a 
result of the increased costs and the 
expanded liability of the McCain-Ken-
nedy bill. 

This amendment offered by my good 
friend and colleague from Arkansas is 
our chance to mitigate that approach 
by trying to help more Americans get 
coverage. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Hutchinson-Bond amendment. I believe 
it is a most important step for us to 
take as we begin debate on this bill and 
work to see that more and not less 
Americans get the health insurance 
coverage we want to see all of them 
have. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator yield? 

Mr. BOND. I am finished and happy 
to yield. 

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. Is this the tax de-
ductibility amendment that the Sen-
ator from Missouri and I cosponsored 
previously? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from South Carolina has been a 
very active sponsor. I mentioned Sen-
ator DURBIN. During my period in the 
Senate, I have had great support from 
the Senator from South Carolina and 
others on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. If the distinguished 
Senator pleases, I hate to demur at 
this particular point. But I don’t think 
this particular bill is appropriate on a 
matter of procedure. So I didn’t want 
to be associated with the amendment 
on this particular bill. This is not a tax 
bill, obviously. I wish to withdraw my 
name as a cosponsor because I have to 
vote against the amendment. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, we have 
not included the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina as a cosponsor of 
the bill. We know his heart is with us. 
We are sorry his vote is not with us. 

I think you will find before this bill 
is over with that there will be many 
issues in the jurisdiction of the Fi-
nance Committee, and what we should 
be talking about on this bill is making 
sure that we protect patients, we pro-
tect Americans who must have health 
care coverage. This bill goes in the 
wrong direction. We will have an op-
portunity for all Senators to express 
themselves on whether they believe the 
self-employed and their families de-
serve to have 100-percent deductibility. 
I hope we will have the same bipartisan 
support, maybe with one exception 
that we have had in the past because 
the self-employed, the farmers, the 
truck drivers, the daycare operators, 
the mom-and-pop operations, the 21.2 
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million Americans who own small busi-
nesses who are taxed under individual 
rates will have full benefits. 

Again, the principle is very impor-
tant. I don’t think the American people 
are going to care much about proce-
dure when this bill really turns into a 
bill with significant Finance Com-
mittee implications. We ought to take 
a look at what is going to make a dif-
ference to the self-employed, and the 
Hutchinson-Bond amendment will help 
us get coverage to many who are now 
not covered. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

want to discuss my vote on the Hutch-
inson-Bond amendment. I commend 
Senators HUTCHINSON and BOND for 
raising the issue of accelerating full 
deductibility for the self-employed. I 
support, and have always supported, 
this important effort and wish to see it 
realized. I am confident that with the 
leadership of Senators HUTCHINSON and 
BOND it will become reality. 

However, as the recent experience 
with the $1.35 trillion tax relief bill has 
shown, it is critical that tax legislation 
be first considered by the Finance 
Committee as part of a tax bill. 

I have sought and have received 
agreement from the chairman of the 
Finance Committee that this measure 
and similar health tax related matters 
will be subject to a markup in the Fi-
nance Committee in the near future. I 
look forward to pursuing this issue at 
that time. 

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, I 
am a cosponsor of the bill by Senator 
BOND that is identical to this amend-
ment. This proposal will provide a vital 
acceleration of the phase in of full tax 
deductibility for the health insurance 
costs of the self-employed. This is a 
much-needed change to provide relief 
and level the playing field for small 
businesses, farmers, and independent 
contractors. 

I voted for this provision when it was 
included as part of the Senate’s $1.35 
trillion tax cut bill and was dis-
appointed that it was not included in 
the Conference Report. 

Although I strongly support Senator 
BOND’s legislation, I regret that I can-
not support this amendment to the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. First, the tax 
cuts in the amendment are not offset 
and therefore would increase the na-
tional debt. Now that the $1.35 trillion 
tax cut has been adopted, we need to 
exercise restraint when considering ad-
ditional tax cuts. Furthermore, I do 
not believe the amendment is an appro-
priate addition to the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. 

We need to pass a Patients’ Bill of 
Rights to improve patient care and 
hold HMOs accountable for their health 
care decisions. Reducing the number of 
Americans that lack health coverage is 
a vitally important subject, but one 
that should be addressed separately 
from the Patients’ Bill of Rights. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, 
may I first express my appreciation to 
the distinguished Senator from Mis-
souri for his leadership, not only on the 
issue of 100-percent deductibility for 
the self-employed but for his strong ad-
vocacy for small business. He has been 
one of the great champions for small 
business in this country, and he con-
tinues to be as the cosponsor of the 
amendment. I am pleased to be associ-
ated with him on this important effort. 

If I might say in response to the con-
cerns of my good friend, the distin-
guished Senator from South Carolina, 
about the Finance Committee’s juris-
diction, in fact, no Senate committee 
ever reviewed S. 1052 before we pro-
ceeded to it on the floor of the Senate. 

While it is true that there have been 
other Patients’ Bill of Rights legisla-
tion debated in the past, the fact is 
that this bill contains several provi-
sions within the jurisdiction of the Fi-
nance Committee, including customs 
user fees, Medicare payment shifts, So-
cial Security transfers—all of which 
come under the jurisdiction of the Fi-
nance Committee, which has never 
marked up this bill. 

In fact, this amendment is most ap-
propriate for this bill because the con-
cern of many on this side of the aisle— 
and I think many on the other side of 
the aisle—has been that the Kennedy- 
McCain version of the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights, because of the liability provi-
sions and some of the other concerns in 
it, but particularly the liability provi-
sions—the wide open right to sue provi-
sions, the ability to circumvent the in-
ternal and external appeals process and 
go straight to court, and the impact 
that liability will have upon increasing 
premiums, increasing costs of health 
care, and increasing, in fact, the num-
ber of uninsured—that dealing with an 
access amendment is the most appro-
priate way we could start the amend-
ment process on the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. 

This is the most germane, most ap-
propriate amendment with which we 
could begin. There are going to be 
many very important amendments and 
a lot of important issues addressed, but 
what could be more important than en-
suring that there are going to be lit-
erally millions more people who will be 
able to get insurance because we are 
giving 100-percent deductibility a year 
sooner than they would get under cur-
rent law? 

So the Senate has spoken, saying 
this is a matter of fairness. We have 
voted in the past in favor of 100-percent 
deductibility. There is no need for us to 
phase that in, particularly in light of a 
bill that promises to increase the num-
ber of uninsured. 

I want us to put a human face on 
those people. We talk about a 1-percent 
increase in premiums. That is 300,000 
more uninsured; 4.2 percent. That is 1.3 
million more people who lose their in-
surance. If you think about the num-
ber—1.3 million—it becomes very im-
personal, but every one is a human 

being. And those are people who cur-
rently have health insurance, currently 
are covered, currently have the assur-
ance and the confidence each day that 
when they get up, if something hap-
pens—if an illness strikes—they are 
covered, protected in this employer- 
based health insurance system. And 
they are not going to have it when we 
pass the Kennedy-McCain bill. We need 
to keep that in mind. We need to keep 
the focus upon those uninsured. 

I would like to share with my col-
leagues an important statement of ad-
ministration policy which was just 
issued today. I have just been handed 
this. This is a June 21 ‘‘Statement of 
Administration Policy’’ regarding the 
Kennedy-McCain Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. All who have followed this 
issue know the President wants to sign 
a good Patients’ Bill of Rights. He 
signed a bill in Texas. He campaigned 
in support of a Patients’ Bill of Rights. 
He outlined his principles. He is on 
record as not only supporting this, but 
enthusiastically believing we need to 
do it. But he has expressed deep con-
cerns about this Kennedy-McCain bill. 
The ‘‘Statement of Administration 
Policy’’ reads as follows: 

The President strongly supports passage of 
a patients’ bill of rights this year and has 
been working with members of both parties 
since the first week of the Administration to 
forge a compromise. Congress has been di-
vided on this issue for far too long at the ex-
pense of patients and their families. The 
President strongly urges Congress to pass a 
strong patients’ bill of rights this year that 
provides meaningful protections for patients, 
not a windfall for trial lawyers or a threat to 
Americans’ ability to obtain and afford qual-
ity health care. On February 7, 2001, the 
President transmitted to Congress his prin-
ciples for a bipartisan patients’ bill of rights 
and urged Congress to move quickly on this 
important issue. 

The President’s principles called for pas-
sage of a patients’ bill of rights that ensures 
all Americans enjoy strong patient protec-
tions, including: access to emergency room 
and specialty care; direct access to obstetri-
cians, gynecologists, and pediatricians; ac-
cess to needed prescription drugs and ap-
proved clinical trials; access to health plan 
information; a prohibition of ‘‘gag clauses’’; 
consumer choice provisions; and continuity 
of care protections. The President also rec-
ognizes, however, that many States have 
passed strong patient protection laws al-
ready, some of which have been in force for 
over a decade. To the extent possible, a Fed-
eral patients’ bill of rights should give def-
erence to these effective State laws. 

The President’s principles emphasized the 
importance of providing patients who have 
been denied medical care with the right to a 
fair, prompt, and independent medical re-
view, which will ensure that disputes are re-
solved quickly and inexpensively and that 
patients receive the quality care they de-
serve. 

The President stated that only after this 
independent review decision is rendered 
should we resort to the costlier, time-con-
suming remedy of litigation in Federal 
courts to ensure that health plans are held 
liable for wrongful decisions. 

The President’s principles also reminded 
Congress of the necessity of avoiding unnec-
essary and frivolous lawsuits, which will 
only serve to drive up costs and leave more 
individuals without insurance coverage. S. 
1052— 
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That is the Kennedy-McCain bill. 

will significantly increase health insurance 
premiums and the number of uninsured. Ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget Office, 
health insurance premiums under S. 1052 as 
originally drafted would increase by over 4%. 
If the effects of litigation risk on the prac-
tice of medicine and of the reduced ability of 
health plans to negotiate lower rates were 
included, CBO’s estimated cost impact could 
be much higher, by 4–5% or more. This is in 
addition to the estimated 10–12% premium 
increases employers are already facing in 
2001. Further, leading economists have pre-
dicted that employers drop coverage for ap-
proximately 500,000 individuals when health 
care premiums increase by 1%. According to 
these estimates, S. 1052 could cause at least 
4–6 million Americans to lose health cov-
erage provided by their employers. 

The President is encouraged by efforts in 
the Senate, Like those of Senators Frist, 
Breaux, and Jeffords, to develop a common 
sense compromise that forges a middle 
ground on this issue and meets the Presi-
dent’s principles. 

While the President strongly supports a 
comprehensive and enforceable patients’ bill 
of rights and has been working with mem-
bers of both parties to enact legislation this 
year, he believes that S. 1052 would encour-
age costly and unnecessary litigation that 
would seriously jeopardize the ability of 
many Americans to afford health care cov-
erage. 

The President objects to the liability pro-
visions of S. 1052. The President will veto the 
bill unless significant changes are made to 
address his major concerns. In particular, 
the serious flaws in S. 1052 include: 

S. 1052 circumvents the independent med-
ical review process in favor of litigation. The 
President believes that patients should be 
given care first—litigation should be the last 
resort. Patients should exhaust the medical 
review process first, allowing doctors, not 
trial lawyers, to make decisions about med-
ical care. 

S. 1052 jeopardizes health care coverage for 
workers and their families by failing to 
avoid costly litigation. S. 1052 overturns 
more than 25 years of Federal law that pro-
vides uniformity and certainty for employers 
who voluntarily offer health care benefits for 
millions of Americans across the country. 
The liability provisions of S. 1052 would, for 
the first time, expose employers and unions 
to at least 50 different, inconsistent State- 
law standards. The result will inevitably be 
that employers and unions will be forced to 
pay for different benefits from State to 
State, even within a particular State, based 
on varying precedents set in State courts 
and leading to inconsistent standards of care 
of patients. Further, S. 1052 imposes no limi-
tations on State court damages, and it is not 
clear whether existing State-law caps would 
apply to the broad, new causes of action in 
State courts that S. 1052 creates. 

S. 1052 also would allow causes of action in 
Federal court for a violation of any duty 
under the plan, creating open-ended and un-
predictable lawsuits against employers for 
administrative errors. These new Federal 
claims do not have any limitations on the 
amount of noneconomic damages, creating 
virtually unrestrained damage awards that 
are limited only by an excessive $5 million 
cap on punitive damages. 

Moreover, S. 1052 would subject employers 
and unions to frequent litigation in State 
and Federal court under a vague ‘‘direct par-
ticipation’’ standard, which would require 
employers and unions to defend themselves 
in court in virtually every case against alle-
gations that they ‘‘directly participated’’ in 
a denial of benefits decision. Because such 

determinations are inherently fact-specific, 
any such allegation will force a costly and 
time-consuming court process and result in 
varying State interpretations of ‘‘direct par-
ticipation,’’ forcing employers to adhere to 
different standards in every State. 

S. 1052 fails to provide a fair and com-
prehensive remedy to all patients. The Presi-
dent believes the new Federal law should es-
tablish a comprehensive set of rights and 
remedies for patients. S. 1052 instead encour-
ages costly litigation by providing no effec-
tive limitations on frivolous class action 
suits and allows trial lawyers to go on fish-
ing expeditions to seek remedies under other 
Federal statutes. 

S. 1052 subjects physicians and all health 
care professionals to great liability risk. S. 
1052 would expand liability for physicians 
and all health care professionals in State 
courts well beyond traditional medical mal-
practice by permitting new, undefined causes 
of action in State courts for denials of med-
ical benefits. This expanded litigation 
against physicians and all health profes-
sionals will create an opportunity to cir-
cumvent State medical malpractice caps 
that may not apply to these new causes of 
action. 

Extraneous User Fee Provision. The Ad-
ministration objects to inclusion in S. 1052 of 
an extraneous revenue-raising provision (sec-
tion 502), which extends for multiple years 
Customs charges on transportation, pas-
sengers, and merchandise arriving in the 
country. 

PAY-AS-YOU-GO-SCORING 
S. 1052 would affect direct spending; there-

fore, it is subject to the pay-as-you-go re-
quirement of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1990. OMB’s preliminary scoring 
estimate of the bill is under development. 

Just before I yield the floor to our 
distinguished deputy minority leader, I 
will re-cite the President’s Statement 
of Administration Policy in which the 
President says he will veto the bill un-
less significant changes are made to 
address his major concerns. 

The amendment before us, providing 
100-percent deductibility, is one step in 
addressing the concerns of our Presi-
dent, by increasing the availability and 
affordability of health insurance to 
those who have faced an inequitable 
Tax Code in the past. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I com-

pliment my friend and colleague from 
Arkansas for this amendment. I ask 
unanimous consent to be listed as a co-
sponsor. 

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I also 
thank my colleague, Senator BOND 
from Missouri. He and I and the Sen-
ator from Arkansas have been fighting 
for this provision for years, and we are 
going to get it done. 

This provision is basic tax equity. 
Why in the world wouldn’t we allow 
self-employed individuals to deduct 100 
percent of their health care premiums 
if we allow corporations to do so? 

I used to be self-employed. I used to 
run a corporation. Corporations get to 
deduct 100 percent. Every corporation 
in the country, if they want to provide 
health care for their employees, gets to 

deduct 100 percent of the expense of 
that health care. They get to deduct it. 
A self-employed person this year gets 
to deduct 60 percent. That is not fair. 
That is not right. It needs to be 
changed. It can be changed in this bill. 

You might ask, why are we changing 
this bill? There are a lot of reasons. 
Unfortunately, the bill we have before 
us, the so-called McCain-Kennedy bill, 
will increase the number of uninsured 
in the millions. Some have estimated 1 
million, some 2, 3, 4 million. I think it 
is a higher figure, but millions of peo-
ple will lose their insurance if we don’t 
improve the bill. 

Last year when Congress passed a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, we called it the 
Patients’ Bill of Rights Plus. Not only 
did we have patient protections, but we 
also put in some very positive provi-
sions to help people buy health care. So 
we would increase access, and we would 
increase the number of people who 
have insurance. This amendment was 
one part of that—a small part but a 
vital part, an important part. 

Some of the people who are going to 
be hit the hardest under this bill are 
self-employed individuals, people who 
own their own business, people who are 
very small employers from a variety of 
different businesses. Many of these are 
new businesses, not the old, established 
ones that have been around for dec-
ades. These are new businesses that 
were just created. And many of them 
are asking what kind of compensation 
package do we have for our employees. 
They are adding health care or they 
hope to add health care. Then when 
they find out they only get to deduct 60 
percent of the cost, they realize that is 
not fair—not when General Motors gets 
to deduct 100 percent, not when every 
corporation in America gets to deduct 
100 percent. So many times their com-
pensation package for their employees 
will not include health care. 

They might say: We will pay your 
salary and we hope that you will buy 
health care. It might be a hope. It 
might be a wish, but it is not a reality 
because the Tax Code discriminates 
against self-employed individuals. 

We can change that. The amendment 
of the Senator from Arkansas would 
change that. This Congress has passed 
this amendment. We passed it last year 
when we passed the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights Plus. We passed it last year 
when we passed the minimum wage 
bill. We added this provision as well. 

We are going to give everybody a 
chance to pass it in this bill. I com-
pliment my friend and colleague. If we 
have a bill that increases the number 
of uninsured and directly hits a lot of 
people who are self-employed, let’s do 
something to help the self-employed. If 
we want to help the self-employed indi-
vidual, this is one amendment that can 
do so. 

Not only that, it is basic equity. Why 
in the world would we have a policy 
where we allow corporations to deduct 
100 percent and the self-employed 60 
percent, next year 70 percent. It is not 
right. It is not fair. 
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Somebody asked, what does this 

amendment really boil down to? It 
boils down to the difference in deduct-
ing 60 percent versus 100 percent. For 
an individual who has health care costs 
of about $6,000, it means deducting 
$1,600 instead of about $1,000, a dif-
ference of $600 savings in taxes for self- 
employed individuals. 

This amendment is a serious amend-
ment. This amendment is an amend-
ment that should be adopted. I hope 
this amendment will be adopted over-
whelmingly. 

Other people have said we shouldn’t 
be doing taxes on this bill. This is not 
a Finance Committee bill. This bill 
never went through the Finance Com-
mittee. That is correct, but it is also 
correct that the bill never went 
through the labor committee. This bill 
never went through the Judiciary Com-
mittee. It has a whole new tort section 
that creates new sections of legal ac-
tion against employers and medical 
health care providers, HMOs, and so on, 
all new legal actions, tort cases, but it 
didn’t go through the Judiciary Com-
mittee. This bill never went through 
the Labor Committee, and it didn’t go 
through the Finance Committee. 

This bill also has sections in it that 
deal with the Finance Committee. I 
happen to be a member of that com-
mittee. I was kind of surprised to find 
out that there is language in here ex-
tending custom user fees for 8 years. 
What does that have to do with the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights? At least the 
amendment of the Senator from Ar-
kansas says we want to help people buy 
health care. We want to help those peo-
ple who are targeted by this bill. Self- 
employed people who may not be able 
to afford insurance because of this bill, 
let’s help them a little bit. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Arkansas is pretty relevant. I don’t 
know what custom fees have to do with 
a Patients’ Bill of Rights. I don’t know 
what doing some jiggling with Social 
Security trust funds and Medicare pay-
ments—there is a little tinkering going 
on with those provisions. I am not sure 
why they are in here. Maybe it is be-
cause CBO estimates that there will be 
billions of dollars less in the Social Se-
curity and Medicare trust funds as a 
result of this bill. Maybe those trust 
funds have some problems because 
there is not as much money going into 
it. 

You might ask, why is there less 
money going into the trust funds. Be-
cause CBO says if you greatly increase 
people’s premiums, they are going to 
get less payment in wages. This is not 
my estimate. It is CBO’s estimate. 
They estimated $56 billion less in 
wages over the next 10 years as a result 
of this bill; a reduction in Social Secu-
rity payments of about $7 billion less 
going into the trust fund as a result of 
this legislation. 

Maybe that is what this is. I haven’t 
quite figured out what the purpose is. 
Maybe I will ask the authors of the leg-
islation who I don’t believe are mem-

bers of the Finance Committee, but I 
am sure there is a method in their 
madness. I will not cast any aspersions, 
but I do know it deals with the Finance 
Committee. I do know it deals with 
taxes. I do know we have a tax increase 
in extending custom user fees. I don’t 
know how relevant those are to pa-
tients, but I do know the Hutchinson 
amendment is very relevant because he 
is trying to help self-employed people 
be able to afford insurance. 

This bill will greatly increase the 
cost of insurance for the self-employed 
and all employers and all employees. I 
say ‘‘all employees’’ because a lot of 
employers are going to be passing the 
additional cost on to their employees. 

I have heard some people say: It is 
only 50 cents. It is only a dollar. It is 
only a Big Mac. That is being pretty 
loose with the expenses and costs. 
Maybe people aren’t figuring the cost 
of health care nationwide is about 
$7,000 per family. That is the total cost. 
Employers maybe pay all of it in some 
cases; maybe they pay half of it in 
other cases. If they are paying all of it, 
that means the employee is getting 
less in wages because the employer is 
expending that amount. 

Maybe it is some kind of copay. More 
and more employers and employees 
have cost sharing. Or maybe the em-
ployer is picking up 70 or 80 percent, 
and the employee picks up the balance. 
Those are all very legitimate ways of 
paying for health care; the point being, 
this bill is going to greatly increase 
health care costs on both the employer 
and the employee. If they are paying 20 
or 30 percent of the health care costs, 
they are going to be paying more. They 
may have a higher deductible. They 
may have a higher copay. 

The total cost of the bill will go up. 
How much will it go up? CBO says 4.2 
percent; 4.2 percent on $7,000 is about 
$300 per family. It is interesting, that 
is the size of the tax cut for a lot of 
Americans. Well, we gave Americans a 
tax cut they will be receiving in July 
and August and September of this year. 
That is great. We are going to take it 
away with this bill. 

I think that estimate of 4.2 percent is 
grossly underestimated. I notice the 
administration does, too. They said if 
the effects of litigation risk on the 
practice of medicine and the reduced 
ability of health plans to negotiate 
lower rates were included, CBO’s esti-
mated cost impact would be much 
higher, by 4 or 5 percent more. So in-
stead of increasing the cost of health 
care by 4 percent, it is probably 8 or 9 
percent. Clearly, when you add 8 or 9 
percent on health care costs that are 
already rising at 12 percent in some 
cases, in most cases, 20 percent, you 
are looking at astronomical price in-
creases for your health care costs. A 
lot of people won’t be able to afford it. 
They will drop their health care as a 
result. Or they will say, employees, 
you pick up a greater share. Or they 
will say, employees, we can’t provide 
this with the extended liability we now 

have on us and, therefore, we will give 
you the money. We hope you will pur-
chase health care on the individual 
market. 

It might be more expensive for them 
to do it in the individual market. Some 
would do it and many would not. So it 
is this threat of liability that would 
greatly increase health care costs and 
greatly increase the number of unin-
sured—not to mention the fact that it 
would increase defensive medicine 
costs because plans would have to go 
through an appeals process. Employers 
might say: Wait a minute, it is cheaper 
to pay for the coverage even though it 
is not a contractual benefit, and we 
will do it because it is cheaper than to 
go through the appeals process. Maybe 
you will have some situations where 
people will say: Let’s pay for it because 
we don’t want a threat of liability. 

So everything is covered whether it 
is in the contract or not. You would 
have a lot of defensive medicine and a 
lot of people, because of the threat or 
the scare of liability, who would say: 
Let’s just pay for the coverage. 

So health care costs will be rising, 
and rising dramatically—I believe, like 
the administration, much more so than 
4 percent, probably a lot closer to 8 or 
10 percent. The net result will be a dis-
aster—a special disaster on the small 
businessperson. I was a small 
businessperson. I used to have a janitor 
service. We didn’t provide health care 
for our employees. It was a business I 
started in college. If I would have 
maintained it longer, I probably would 
have. But I would not—if somebody 
said, ‘‘Oh, Mr. Janitorial Service, you 
could be liable for anything you have 
ever gotten or ever will have under a 
bill that the Congress just passed,’’ I 
would say, ‘‘Hey, I don’t have to pro-
vide this health care’’ and, no, I don’t 
think I would. 

A lot of people would not be doing it 
if they knew they could be subject to 
unlimited punitive damages in State 
court and unlimited noneconomic dam-
ages in State or Federal court. That is 
in this bill. I have heard some people 
say that the McCain-Edwards bill has a 
$5 million cap on damages. It has a $5 
million on punitive damages in Federal 
Court. It doesn’t have any cap, any 
damage limit whatsoever on non-
economic damages, which is pain and 
suffering. That is where the big jury 
awards are. We already have jury 
awards in the millions of dollars. Some 
want to do class action suits in the bil-
lions. This bill encourages class action 
suits. 

Boy, there are trial lawyers just lick-
ing their chops just thinking they are 
going to have a chance to get after 
that. Who are they going to go after? 
The big bad HMOs? The people who are 
going to really get hit are the small, 
self-employed individuals who want to 
provide health care to employees and 
they can’t afford it. Those big bad 
HMOs, are they really going to be hit? 
Whatever they get hit for, they will 
pass it on. They won’t pay a dime. 
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Maybe their profits will be a little less, 
but they are going to pass it on in the 
form of higher rates, and employees 
and employers are both going to pay 
for it. 

The reason I say ‘‘employees’’ is em-
ployers can’t pay for it out of nothing, 
so therefore it comes out of the em-
ployee as lost wages, or as the wage in-
creases they might have received, or 
higher copays. 

So employees of America, this is not 
a bill that is going to be expanding 
your protection; this is going to be cut-
ting your wages. This is going to be 
taking money away from employees’ 
paychecks because they won’t get the 
increases they hoped to get because 
employers will be saddled with exorbi-
tant increases in health care costs. 

We can help alleviate that by making 
some changes in this bill. It is very 
much my intention to pass a positive 
Patients’ Bill of Rights. This bill we 
have before us is not that. This bill is 
a disaster for employers and employees 
across the country. This bill is a recipe 
for litigation. This is a trial lawyer’s 
right to bill, not a Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. It is a trial lawyer’s right to 
bill, and the net result is you are going 
to have a lot of litigation, a lot less 
health care, and decisions being made 
in the courtroom instead of by doctors. 

We don’t have to go this route. We 
can pass something like we passed last 
year. We can pass something, as Dr. 
FRIST proposed, that has a real appeals 
process—an internal and external re-
view process that is binding. Under this 
bill, you don’t even have to go through 
the review process; you can bypass it. 
You need not apply. Don’t bother. In 
181 days, you can sue for all they have. 
You don’t have to mess with the ap-
peals and have doctors make the deci-
sions. Let’s just go to court where you 
can get big awards. 

This bill would be a mistake. Let’s 
not pass this bill. We are going to work 
over the next number of days to im-
prove this bill. I think the amendment 
of the Senator from Arkansas is a 
small step in the right direction. It will 
make health care more affordable and 
accessible for self-employed individ-
uals. I congratulate him and com-
pliment him and I am happy to cospon-
sor his effort. I hope our entire Senate 
will join in this effort to pass this. 

I have consulted with Members in the 
House of Representatives and they are 
going to have provisions that are in the 
Tax Code to encourage individuals to 
pay for health care, and the Senate 
should do likewise. Some might say, 
wait a minute; this is a tax measure. 
Let’s wait for the House. If it has tax 
measures in it now, let’s go ahead and 
make a good tax measure, not just an 
increase. Let’s do something to help 
self-employed individuals, as my col-
league from Arkansas has advocated. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of this amendment. It is a positive 
amendment and a step in the right di-
rection to improving a bill that, in my 
opinion, is fatally flawed. We hope to 

have many improvements by the time 
this debate is concluded. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

CLINTON). The Senator from Arkansas 
is recognized. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Madam Presi-
dent, I thank the Senator from Okla-
homa for his fine statement and, even 
more, I express my gratitude for the 
leadership he has demonstrated over 
the last 2 or 3 years on the issue of the 
patients’ rights legislation. It was a 
privilege to serve on the conference 
committee on the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. I saw the Senator from Okla-
homa work day and night as he chaired 
that conference committee. He worked 
arduously in trying to forge a com-
promise that was acceptable to the var-
ious interests and factions to ensure 
that millions and millions of Ameri-
cans who do not currently have protec-
tions under managed care organiza-
tions and insurance plans would re-
ceive that. I know many of us regret 
that we didn’t achieve that ultimate 
goal. It is not because of any lack of ef-
fort on the part of the distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

Madam President, previously in my 
remarks, I quoted from the statement 
of the administration policy regarding 
S. 1052, the Kennedy-McCain legisla-
tion, and I ask unanimous consent to 
have that statement of administration 
policy printed in the RECORD. 

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

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
S. 1052—BIPARTISAN PATIENT PROTECTION ACT 
The President strongly supports passage of 

a patients’ bill of rights this year and has 
been working with members of both parties 
since the first week of the Administration to 
forge a compromise. Congress has been di-
vided on this issue for far too long at the ex-
pense of patients and their families. The 
President strongly urges Congress to pass a 
strong patients’ bill of rights this year that 
provides meaningful protections for patients, 
not a windfall for trial lawyers or a threat to 
Americans’ ability to obtain and afford qual-
ity health care. On February 7, 2001, the 
President transmitted to Congress his prin-
ciples for a bipartisan patients’ bill of rights 
and urged Congress to move quickly on this 
important issue. 

The President’s principles called for pas-
sage of a patients’ bill of rights that ensures 
all Americans enjoy strong patient protec-
tions, including: access to emergency room 
and specialty care; direct access to obstetri-
cians, gynecologists, and pediatricians; ac-
cess to needed prescription drugs and ap-
proved clinical trials; access to health plan 
information; a prohibition of ‘‘gag clauses’’; 
consumer choice provisions; and continuity 
of care protections. The President also rec-
ognizes, however, that many States have 
passed strong patient protection laws al-
ready, some of which have been in force for 
over a decade. To the extent possible, a Fed-
eral patients’ bill of rights should give def-
erence to these effective State laws. 

The President’s principles emphasized the 
importance of providing patients who have 
been denied medical care with the right to a 
fair, prompt, and independent medical re-
view, which will ensure that disputes are re-
solved quickly and inexpensively and that 

patients receive the quality care they de-
serve. 

The President stated that only after this 
independent review decision is rendered 
should we resort to the costlier, time-con-
suming remedy of litigation in Federal 
courts to ensure that health plans are held 
liable for wrongful decisions. 

The President’s principles also reminded 
Congress of the necessity of avoiding unnec-
essary and frivolous lawsuits, which will 
only serve to drive up costs and leave more 
individuals without insurance coverage. S. 
1052 will significantly increase health insur-
ance premiums and the number of uninsured. 
According to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, health insurance premiums under S. 
1052 as originally drafted would increase by 
over 4%. If the effects of litigation risk on 
the practice of medicine and of the reduced 
ability of health plans to negotiate lower 
rates were included, CBO’s estimated cost 
impact could be much higher, by 4–5% or 
more. This is in addition to the estimated 10– 
12% premium increases employers are al-
ready facing in 2001. Further, leading econo-
mists have predicted that employers drop 
coverage for approximately 500,000 individ-
uals when health care premiums increase by 
1%. According to these estimates, S. 1052 
could cause at least 4–6 million Americans to 
lose health coverage provided by their em-
ployers. 

The President is encouraged by efforts in 
the Senate, like those of Senators Frist, 
Breaux, and Jeffords, to develop a common 
sense compromise that forges a middle 
ground on this issue and meets the Presi-
dent’s principles. 

While the President strongly supports a 
comprehensive and enforceable patients’ bill 
of rights and has been working with mem-
bers of both parties to enact legislation this 
year, he believes that S. 1052 would encour-
age costly and unnecessary litigation that 
would seriously jeopardize the ability of 
many American to afford health care cov-
erage. 

The President objects to the liability pro-
visions of S. 1052. The President will veto the 
bill unless significant changes are made to 
address his major concerns. In particular, 
the serious flaws in S. 1052 include: 

S. 1052 circumvents the independent med-
ical review process in favor of litigation. The 
President believes that patients should be 
given care first—litigation should be the last 
resort. Patients should exhaust the medical 
review process first, allowing doctors, not 
trial lawyers, to make decisions about med-
ical care. 

S. 1052 jeopardizes health care coverage for 
workers and their families by failing to 
avoid costly litigation. S. 1052 overturns 
more than 25 years of Federal law that pro-
vides uniformity and certainty for employers 
who voluntarily offer health care benefits for 
millions of Americans across the country. 
The liability provisions of S. 1052 would, for 
the first time, expose employers and unions 
to at least 50 different, inconsistent State- 
law standards. The result will inevitably be 
that employers and unions will be forced to 
pay for different benefits from State to 
State, even within a particular State, based 
on varying precedents set in State courts 
and leading to inconsistent standards of care 
for patients. Further, S. 1052 imposes no lim-
itations on State court damages, and it is 
not clear whether existing State-law caps 
would apply to the broad, new causes of ac-
tion in State courts that S. 1052 creates. 

S. 1052 also would allow causes of action in 
Federal court for violation of any duty under 
the plan, creating open-ended and unpredict-
able lawsuits against employers for adminis-
trative errors. These new Federal claims do 
not have any limitations on the amount of 
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noneconomic damages, creating virtually 
unrestrained damage awards that are limited 
only by an excessive $5 million cap on puni-
tive damages. 

Moreover, S. 1052 would subject employers 
and unions to frequent litigation in State 
and Federal court under a vague ‘‘direct par-
ticipation’’ standard, which would require 
employers and unions to defend themselves 
in court in virtually every case against alle-
gations that they ‘‘directly participated’’ in 
a denial of benefits decision. Because such 
determinations are inherently fact-specific, 
any such allegation will force a costly and 
time-consuming court process and result in 
varying State interpretations of ‘‘direct par-
ticipation,’’ forcing employers to adhere to 
different standards in every State. 

S. 1052 fails to provide a fair and comprehen-
sive remedy to all patients. The President be-
lieves the new Federal law should establish a 
comprehensive set of rights and remedies for 
patients. S. 1052 instead encourages costly 
litigation by providing no effective limita-
tions on frivolous class action suits and al-
lows trial lawyers to go on fishing expedi-
tions to seek remedies under other Federal 
statutes. 

S. 1052 subjects physicians and all health care 
professionals to greater liability risk. S. 1052 
would expand liability for physicians and all 
health care professionals in State courts well 
beyond traditional medical malpractice by 
permitting new, undefined causes of action 
in State courts for denials of medical bene-
fits. This expanded litigation against physi-
cians and all health professionals will create 
an opportunity to circumvent State medical 
malpractice caps that may not apply to 
these new causes of action. 

Extraneous User Fee Provision. The Adminis-
tration objects to inclusion in S. 1052 of an 
extraneous revenue-raising provision (sec-
tion 502), which extends for multiple years 
Customs charges on transportation, pas-
sengers, and merchandise arriving in the 
country. 

Pay-As-You-Go Scoring. S. 1052 would affect 
direct spending; therefore, it is subject to 
the pay-as-you-go requirement of the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. OMB’s 
preliminary scoring estimate of the bill is 
under development. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. As the Senator 
from Oklahoma very rightly said, this 
amendment provides 100-percent de-
ductibility for the self-employed begin-
ning in January of next year, and ac-
celerating that 100-percent deduct-
ibility, which the Senate has been on 
record in support of, is very germane 
and relevant to this bill. 

I think at the heart of this bill is the 
question of access. At the heart of this 
bill is, are we doing more damage than 
we are good? In our efforts to provide 
patient protection, are we increasing 
by millions the number who have no 
patient protections because they have 
no health insurance? That is, to me, a 
core fundamental question in this de-
bate. I believe this amendment that I 
have offered with Senator BOND is a 
significant step—though far from all 
that is needed—in improving access. It 
is something we should do and indeed 
we must do. 

Sometimes, as we deal with the issue 
of liability, we forget exactly what 
kind of impact that liability will have. 
The President, in his statement of ad-
ministration policy, really homed in on 
the impact of a wide-open lawsuit pro-
vision such as he believes and I believe 

exists in the Kennedy-McCain bill, 
what impact it would have on the unin-
sured. I think he cites very accurate 
numbers as to the millions of people 
who could well lose their health insur-
ance were the Kennedy-McCain bill to 
pass as it currently exists. 

One survey found that roughly half of 
employers reported that they would 
likely get out of the business of pro-
viding health care coverage if exposed 
to increased liability. Some people say 
these employers aren’t going to do 
that. How can they do that? This is es-
sential to offer that benefit. You have 
to offer that to employees if you are 
going to be competitive. 

Well, many small businesses in par-
ticular and, for that matter, large cor-
porations who are self-insuring today 
and are providing good health benefits 
to employees or their associates, when 
faced with the prospect of going to 
Federal court or State court on a host 
of actions, costly actions, are going to 
question seriously, understandably, 
whether they can operate in that kind 
of environment. Similarly, this study 
found that 48 percent said that ex-
panded liability would hinder care 
management, and 80 percent said it 
would increase consumer costs. 

The point is that even those employ-
ers who are able to continue to offer 
health insurance are going to find their 
costs going up and those costs—they 
are not going to be able to absorb all of 
those costs, and they are going to be 
passed on to employees and consumers. 
That is going to have a detrimental im-
pact upon, I believe, the health care 
system in this country. 

Sometimes cartoons can simplify a 
very complex issue down to something 
that is quite understandable to the av-
erage American or to the average Sen-
ator. Today, in our statewide news-
paper in the State of Arkansas, the Ar-
kansas Democratic Gazette, this car-
toon appeared. It is a Vic Harville car-
toon. It sums up the concern a lot of us 
have about the liability provisions in 
the Kennedy-McCain bill: ‘‘Who will 
benefit the most from a Patients’ Bill 
of Rights?’’ There is a gleeful, happy 
attorney with a nameplate: Will Cheat 
’Em Attorney At Law. 

There are going to be a lot of smiling 
attorneys, I am afraid, with the Ken-
nedy-McCain bill, as it is currently 
framed. I have a number of concerns 
with the liability impact. The McCain- 
Edwards-Kennedy bill has been called 
the Trial Lawyers’ Bill Of Opportuni-
ties. We all want a Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. The President, in the State-
ment of Administration Policy, out-
lines specifically the patient protec-
tions he believes are essential that we 
provide millions of Americans. I think 
we would have a 100–0 vote on those pa-
tient protections. 

That is not good enough. Instead of 
finding a consensus bill that will pro-
vide patient protections for millions 
who do not have those kinds of protec-
tions today, we have a bill that has a 
liability provision, a right to sue not at 

the end of the road where there is an 
insurance company that has abused 
their clients, but at any point circum-
venting the internal-external appeal, 
the ability to go right into court after 
180 days and tie up not only the court 
system, but spend literally hundreds of 
millions of dollars in the defense of 
those suits, whether they are meri-
torious or not. 

This chart expresses some of my con-
cerns with liability. It bypasses exter-
nal review and brings lawsuits at any 
time. It allows forum shopping between 
State courts. So while there is agree-
ment—I certainly believe a right to sue 
should be included at some point. When 
an employee believes the insurance 
company has not treated them prop-
erly or has overridden a proper medical 
decision by that doctor, that individual 
ought to have a right of appeal. They 
should have an internal appeal that is 
accelerated, expedited. 

If at that point they are not satis-
fied, they should be able to go outside 
the insurance company, have an expert 
independent review to look at the issue 
and make a determination. If at that 
point the insurance company says, we 
are going to ignore it, we are still not 
going to comply with the decision of 
the external reviewer, at that point I 
think it is certainly appropriate there 
be a remedy. 

The McCain-Edwards-Kennedy bill 
allows lawsuits in Federal and State 
courts relating to the same injury; it 
allows forum shopping; it allows frivo-
lous suits against employers for merely 
offering health insurance to their em-
ployees; that is, an employer is willing 
to take the risk of providing health in-
surance, is willing to invest the cost, 
some 60 percent, some 75 percent, some 
paying entirely for those premiums. 
What do they get for their willingness 
to provide that benefit? They get the 
possibility of frivolous lawsuits. 

Frivolous? Yes, because they need 
not go through the internal-external 
appeals process. If they are willing to 
wait 180 days after they discover the 
injury, they can go into court and le-
verage those frivolous suits for some 
kind of negotiated agreement. Those 
settlements will benefit trial lawyers. 
This is a bill of opportunities for trial 
lawyers. They collect large contin-
gency fees on unlimited noneconomic 
and punitive damages. There is no 
limit; the sky is the limit. Whatever a 
good trial lawyer can convince a jury 
should be the damages and the sky is 
the limit on that. 

It abuses the class action lawsuits 
because there is no limit on class ac-
tion lawsuits in the McCain-Edwards- 
Kennedy bill. All of these are great 
concerns to me. 

Americans will pay for trial lawyers’ 
opportunities. It is not a Patients’ Bill 
of Rights so much as it is a lawyer’s 
right to sue. At least 1.2 million Ameri-
cans will lose their health insurance. 
We have heard that figure 1.2, 1.3. That 
figure is based upon very conservative 
estimates by the Congressional Budget 
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Office. Their estimate is that the 
McCain-Edwards-Kennedy bill will in-
crease premiums by 4.2 percent. 

The President in his Statement of 
Administration Policy said he believes 
they are overly conservative. I believe 
they are overly conservative. The im-
pact is going to be far greater. 

At least 1.2 million Americans will 
lose their health insurance at a time 
the number of uninsured has been in-
creasing. The 43 million number goes 
up, and that is a huge number of Amer-
icans who are uninsured. 

Perhaps that is what some want. 
Maybe some want to increase the unin-
sured with a separate agenda to come 
back with radical changes in a health 
care system that I believe is the envy 
of the world. The evidence is people 
from all over the world come here to 
get the best quality health care. Mil-
lions of Americans will lose their 
health insurance. 

The average American family will 
pay at least $300 more in annual pre-
miums. The Senate, in its wisdom, col-
lectively and on a bipartisan basis, just 
passed a tax relief bill, only the third 
time since World War II in the sixties 
under President Kennedy, the eighties 
under President Reagan, and now 
under President George W. Bush we 
passed tax relief for the American peo-
ple. We are going to give a rebate 
check. This $300 increase in the annual 
premium will quickly eat that up. It 
will consume that little bit of tax re-
bate we were able to give in the tax 
package this year. 

Americans will pay $200 billion more 
in extra premium costs over 10 years. 
Over half of America’s employers will 
increase health plan deductibles and 
copays. It is not only that we are going 
to have 1.2 million or more lose health 
coverage altogether, but those who are 
able to stay insured are going to find 
their copays will increase; they are 
going to find their premiums will in-
crease; that those are going to be 
passed on; their deductibles are going 
to be higher; and then the result of this 
legislation will be thousands of new 
lawsuits clogging our already over-
crowded courts. 

This is often the case. If we have an 
unlimited, unbridled right to sue, the 
result will be that creative trial law-
yers will find a way to get a case into 
court. 

Our goal should not be to go to court. 
Our goal should be to ensure patients 
are protected, forgetting quality health 
care. We do not have to have a cir-
cumvention of the appeals process, the 
review process to assure that. 

The gaping flaw in the Kennedy- 
McCain bill is that it allows thousands 
of new lawsuits to be filed in State 
court and Federal court without an ex-
haustion of the appeals process. Unlim-
ited liability could bankrupt small 
businesses or force them to drop health 
coverage altogether. 

Those are, in fact, some of my deep 
concerns about this legislation, and 
those concerns should drive us to 

amendments such as the one Senator 
BOND and I have proposed. The Hutch-
inson-Bond amendment provides 100- 
percent deductibility beginning next 
year, not in 2003, and will save small 
employers, self-employed individuals 
millions of dollars. There is no jus-
tification for us continuing to delay 
what we have recognized in this body 
on a bipartisan basis is an issue of eq-
uity. 

The Wall Street Journal sometime 
back in one of their editorials wrote: 

In the 18th century, doctors believed they 
could cure patients by bleeding them with 
cuts or leeches. Modern equipment is politi-
cians who want to improve American health 
care by unleashing the trial lawyers. 

I note that not because anybody 
would be surprised that the Wall Street 
Journal editorial page would have this, 
but the analogy is not far off. My con-
cern is we would pass a Patients’ Bill 
of Rights. Ask the American people 
that broad question, Do you favor a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights? and you will get 
an overwhelming yes. Probably three- 
quarters of Americans would say yes. 

Who could be against rights? Who 
could be against patients? But it’s dif-
ferent when asked, If you knew your 
employer would have to raise your 
copay, your premium, your deductible, 
are you still for that Patients’ Bill of 
Rights? if you knew your employer 
might not be able to continue to pro-
vide health insurance coverage, are you 
still for that Patients’ Bill of Rights? 

My concern is we would pass a bill 
they say ‘‘cures’’ the problem of pa-
tients in health care plans with their 
rights not being protected, and the re-
ality is we have made the malady 
worse. The problem we have created in 
exacerbating the problem of the unin-
sured is worse than the problem we are 
trying to address. 

I believe the biggest hoax perpetrated 
in the course of the debate over the 
last couple of years on a Patients’ Bill 
of Rights is that a bill such as the Ken-
nedy-McCain bill covers all Americans. 
To those who have argued most States 
have enacted patient protection laws 
and we should provide proper deference 
to those State patient bills of rights, 
those States and situations are dif-
ferent. We have argued our proper re-
sponsibility is to address the ERISA 
plans, the self-insured plans that 
States cannot touch. States cannot 
provide protections for those. People in 
those plans are left unprotected unless 
we do something. The response on the 
other side has been, you are leaving 
millions out, you are not protecting 
them. 

The great hoax has been to say that 
the Kennedy-McCain bill covers all 
Americans. It doesn’t cover all Ameri-
cans. It surely does not cover the 43 
million Americans who do not have in-
surance today. They don’t get a thing 
out of the Patients’ Bill of Rights ex-
cept less chance they will be able to re-
ceive health insurance. 

I quoted the Wall Street Journal, and 
one might expect their sentiments on 

this subject. But listeners may be in-
terested to know that last month the 
Washington Post wrote on this subject: 

Our instinct has been and remains that in-
creasing access to the courts should be a last 
resort, that Congress should first try in this 
bill to create a credible and mainly medical 
appellate system short of the courts for adju-
dicating the denial of care. To the extent it 
can be avoided, it seems to us not in the na-
tional interest to have the practice of medi-
cine governed by the fear of lawsuits. It will 
add to the cost of care, though how much is 
in question. It is not clear to us that it will 
add comparably to the quality. The higher 
the costs, the larger the number of unin-
sured. 

From the Washington Post to the 
Wall Street Journal, they are right: 

The liability provisions in the Kennedy- 
McCain bill will result in thousands of new 
lawsuits, higher costs on premiums, higher 
costs on copay and deductibles for con-
sumers, and millions more people in the 
ranks of the uninsured. 

The Washington Post is right, we 
should have a remedy that is mainly a 
medical appellate system, short of the 
courts, for adjudicating denial of care. 
It is in the national interest to avoid 
having the practice of medicine gov-
erned by the fear of lawsuit. 

They go on to say it will add to the 
cost. They are absolutely right. 

Imagine—under the Kennedy-McCain 
bill one is allowed after 180 days, at the 
181st day, to go straight to court. You 
are not required to appeal internally 
whatever the question is you are con-
testing—the decision of the insurance 
company to not provide coverage. Per-
haps the insurance company says the 
contract is clear and that is not cov-
ered, or perhaps the insurance com-
pany does say it is not medically justi-
fied. As a patient and as an insuree, 
you object to that. You question that, 
but you don’t bother to appeal it. And 
you wait. You don’t use the internal 
appeals process, which most managed 
care companies have already estab-
lished and which by law we would, 
under the Patients’ Bill of Rights, es-
tablish. They never bother to go 
through the external appeals court, 
even though under the proposed bills 
that would be expedited. You would get 
quick care, a quick decision on the ex-
ternal appeals. They don’t do that. In-
stead, they wait. And they wait. 

After 180 days, a very creative, very 
enterprising lawyer talks to that pa-
tient and says: Haven’t you just discov-
ered that you were wronged? Without 
any requirement under this legislation 
to go through the appeals process, that 
individual, with his creative, enter-
prising lawyer, can go straight to 
court. 

One would think if they were 
wronged, they would have a remedy, 
even after 6 months, a year, or 10 years, 
because there is no limit when that in-
dividual can file the lawsuit after dis-
regarding the appeals process. One 
would think perhaps after that long 
length of time they could have a rem-
edy. 

As I have said before, studies indicate 
medical malpractice claims take an av-
erage of 16 months to file. Even after 
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the 6 months of waiting, on the 181st 
day the lawsuit is processed, you have 
another long period of time—on aver-
age, 16 months—to have the lawsuit 
filed. On average, it requires 25 months 
to resolve the lawsuit. That is another 
2 years. And then after there is a deci-
sion made of a lawsuit, it requires on 
average another 5 years to receive pay-
ment. That is what we are doing in the 
Kennedy-McCain bill. In the open- 
ended lawsuit provision, we are in the 
end going to reward the process and 
the lawyers. 

The tort system returns less than 50 
cents on the dollar to the very people 
it is designed to help and less than 25 
cents on the dollar for actual economic 
loss. Even if one figures 50 cents on the 
dollar, months, years, you file it, years 
more to get to court, decisions ren-
dered, years more to collect the pay-
ment—what, I ask my colleagues, what 
does that have to do with quality 
health care? What does that have to do 
with ensuring that a patient is getting 
the best possible health care provision 
under their insurance policy? I suggest 
it has very little, if anything. The 
right to sue should exist. But it should 
only exist after the appeals process has 
been exhausted. 

When we talk about this being an op-
portunity for trial lawyers, it is ex-
actly that. It is the trial lawyers who 
are the big winners. 

I offer this amendment today to ad-
dress this access issue. There will be 
other amendments that will address 
more clearly the liability concerns I 
have expressed. Because the liability 
alone, we know, and the CBO says, it is 
the second leading component increas-
ing costs in the Kennedy-McCain legis-
lation. This is the big contributor to 
increased premium costs, the big con-
tributor to loss of insurance by hun-
dreds of thousands of Americans. 

The amendment I have offered pro-
viding 100-percent deductibility helps 
address this access issue and the con-
cern about the uninsured. 

I reiterate, because I think it is very 
important as we look at the amend-
ment and consider how important it is, 
who are the self-employed? Who are the 
people to whom we are trying to pro-
vide relief? We know there are a lot of 
them. According to the Employee Ben-
efit Research Institute, there are 12.5 
million self-employed individuals in 
this country and 3.1 million of those 
self-employed individuals are unin-
sured. That means they don’t have a 
spouse who is employed somewhere 
with an insurance plan. It means they 
aren’t working part-time. They are 
simply uninsured. They are unpro-
tected. 

That is almost one out of four in this 
pool of self-employed individuals. Near-
ly 70 percent of these individuals earn 
less than $50,000 annually. I think that 
is an important point to make because 
many think of self-employed and 
equate self-employed with business 
people, and they are usually. They 
think of those business people as being 

affluent, wealthy individuals. Accord-
ing to the Congressional Research 
Service, based on the 1998 current pop-
ulation survey, 70 percent of these self- 
employed individuals are hardly high 
income. They make less than $50,000 a 
year. So think about those who can’t 
afford the insurance. Think about peo-
ple who make less than $35,000 a year 
not receiving equal treatment for what 
they can deduct on their health care 
premiums and one out of four of them 
cannot afford to buy to really get the 
picture. 

To understand the importance of this 
amendment, you have to look not just 
at the 3.1 million who are uninsured 
but you have to look at their family 
members. When you count the number 
of family members with self-employed 
family heads, we are now talking about 
21.6 million Americans who would ben-
efit from the Hutchinson-Bond amend-
ment, including 6.4 million children. 
Now, of those 6.4 million children who 
are going to benefit because you get 100 
percent deductibility, currently 1 mil-
lion are uninsured. 

So I ask my colleagues to think 
about 1 million children who are with-
out insurance today whose parents 
would perhaps be able to purchase that 
insurance under the 100 percent deduct-
ibility provision. So I think it is criti-
cally important that be adopted. 

Madam President, I have one correc-
tion to make in my remarks. I referred 
earlier to a cartoon that appeared in a 
Statewide newspaper. It was from the 
Don Rey Media, not the Democratic 
Gazette. I give a plug for the Gazette, 
but, in fact, the cartoon was in the Don 
Rey Media, and it did very well portray 
what faces us today. If you are paying 
$6,000 a year in premiums, and you are 
able to deduct 60 percent of your pre-
miums, that is $3,600, and you will have 
a savings of $972. If this amendment 
that is pending before the Senate right 
now passes, instead of $972, 100 percent 
deductibility will turn that into $1,620 
and that will be an additional savings 
of $648. At least for the self-employed, 
that will offset the additional costs 
that the Kennedy-McCain bill will have 
upon premiums. So it is worth sup-
porting from the standpoint that it has 
been a battle fought for years. It has 
been something recognized for a long 
time; that we have unfairness; we have 
a disparity, an inequity in the Tax 
Code. 

Senator BOND, to his credit, and Sen-
ator NICKLES worked and worked to 
clip away at that disparity, and we got 
60 percent of the way there. There is no 
reason, there is no excuse for us not to 
immediately go to the 100 percent de-
ductibility and in so doing save mil-
lions of dollars for those who are out 
there trying to keep this economy 
going. I know that there has been 
broad support for this concept in the 
past. I believe there will be broad sup-
port as this amendment is debated. I 
talked to a number of my colleagues on 
the floor about the importance of this 
amendment. 

I believe that access is going to be 
the center of debate as we go through 
the Kennedy-McCain bill. If we cannot 
address the access issue, if we cannot 
address a wide-open lawsuit issue and 
put some real restraints in what is cur-
rently an unbridled prospect for thou-
sands of new lawsuits, then we will 
have done a disservice and we really 
have been disingenuous with the Amer-
ican people. We will have passed a bill 
saying it is a Patients’ Bill of Rights 
without a real understanding by the 
American people of what the impact is 
going to be on their day-to-day lives. 
Nothing illustrates that more than the 
kind of push polls that have been done 
in which the questions have been posed 
in terms of raising premiums, raising 
the cost of health insurance, the possi-
bility of losing health insurance and 
how that affects attitude towards a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. 

So access to emergency rooms, I will 
agree on that. The President has sup-
ported that. The McCain-Kennedy bill 
has emergency room access provisions. 
The Nickles bill last year had emer-
gency room access provisions. The 
Frist legislation covers that concern. 

Many of the stories that have been 
portrayed in this Chamber have dealt 
with the horrors of those who were de-
nied immediate access to an emergency 
room. We have heard examples about 
tragedies that have occurred because of 
that. These tragedies would be ad-
dressed in any one of the patients’ bill 
of rights. That is not the core of the 
debate before us. Access to pediatri-
cians, access to OB/GYNs—the Presi-
dent listed those commonly agreed 
upon patient protection provisions. 

That is not what is at issue. That is 
not what is at debate in this Chamber. 
What is at debate is not access to ERs, 
access to pediatricians or OB/GYNs. 
The debate is access to health insur-
ance. 

I am determined, and I know my col-
leagues are as well, that we not lose 
focus of what an ill-conceived patients’ 
bill of rights is, which is the Kennedy- 
McCain bill as it is currently con-
structed, and what it would do to ac-
cess to health insurance. We are going 
to keep the focus upon not only the 43 
million who do not have it now but the 
millions more who would lose their 
health insurance were this bill to pass 
in its current form. 

My colleague from Oklahoma pointed 
out some of the provisions in this Ken-
nedy-McCain bill that address issues 
that come before the Finance Com-
mittee. The Senator from South Caro-
lina expressed that, while being a pre-
vious cosponsor of the 100 percent de-
ductibility, he could not support this 
amendment because of the jurisdic-
tional issue. Perhaps there are other 
Senators who share that concern. So I 
want to remind my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle, those who are mem-
bers of the HELP Committee, as I am, 
and those who are members of the Fi-
nance Committee, that there are a 
number of provisions within the juris-
diction of the Finance Committee that 
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are already in the bill. The provisions 
were never debated before the Finance 
Committee, but they are in the bill. It 
is kind of disingenuous when you have 
something that is going to benefit tax-
payers, going to provide full deduct-
ibility for the self-employed, to say we 
don’t want that in the bill when there 
are already a horde of provisions in the 
bill that come under the jurisdiction of 
the Finance Committee. 

I am sure at some point there is 
going to be an explanation as to why 
custom user fees is in this Patients’ 
Bill of Rights, why the custom user 
fees, Medicare payment shifts, and So-
cial Security transfers are included. 
We talk a lot about the sanctity of the 
Social Security trust fund. There are 
some issues regarding Social Security. 
All of those come under the jurisdic-
tion of the Finance Committee and 
were never debated by the committee. 
There were no witnesses, no hearings, 
no people to come in and explain why 
they are going to be in this hugely im-
portant bill, but they are there. 

And so for those who may be con-
cerned that we have a provision that 
would normally go to the Finance 
Committee, I say, well, let’s take a 
look at all of these. At least this one is 
going to increase access, not decrease 
it; at least this one is going to ensure 
that more people are going to buy more 
health insurance and those million peo-
ple who are currently in households in 
which the head of the household is self- 
employed that is not eligible for the 100 
percent deductibility is going to be ad-
dressed. 

Now, the bill reduces revenues. I have 
alluded to that. And some may ques-
tion about having those kinds of provi-
sions in the bill. In fact, the McCain- 
Kennedy bill reduces the Social Secu-
rity tax revenues by nearly $7 billion 
over 10 years. So it is going to have a 
pretty significant impact upon reve-
nues—$7 billion in Social Security. 
That is the estimated impact of pass-
ing this bill. If you pass this bill, that 
is the impact it will have upon pay-
ments into the Social Security System. 
It ought to concern us if it is going to 
have that kind of impact upon employ-
ment in this country. 

So we have a bill that we have to 
work on. We are going to have a lot of 
amendments in the days to come, and 
we have a good one to start with, one 
that will provide that 100 percent de-
ductibility and increase accessibility. 

I see my colleague from the State of 
Kentucky has come to the floor, and I 
know he has expressed interest in this 
amendment. He has been a long-time 
supporter of small business and of pro-
viding 100 percent deductibility as 
quickly as is possible for these who 
have been treated unfairly in our Tax 
Code. He has expressed interest not 
only in supporting it but speaking in 
behalf of the amendment. I yield for 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

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

Mr. BUNNING. Madam President, 
first of all, my good friend from Arkan-

sas has been a champion of full deduct-
ibility for health care for the uninsured 
and the self-employed for a long time. 
I also supported that in the House of 
Representatives on the Ways and 
Means Committee, and since I have ar-
rived here in the Senate. 

Even more important than just the 
deductibility for the self-employed, I 
would like to talk generally on the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights and the two com-
peting bills we have before us today. 

Rarely is there a piece of legislation 
that so directly affects the American 
people’s health and well-being as the 
debate we are having right now. 

It’s important right at the start to 
point out that every Senator here 
agrees about one thing—patients come 
first. 

We all have the same goals here— 
making sure that patients get the care 
they need without interference from 
their insurers and without driving up 
costs. 

But the competing bills before us 
take two different approaches. 

In writing a Patients’ Bill of Rights, 
we’re trying to strike a balance, and 
the Kennedy-McCain bill fails that 
test. 

As we debate this health care bill, 
it’s important to keep some perspec-
tive and to remember how we got to 
this point because recent congressional 
health care debates set the stage for 
the legislation before us today. 

Over the past decade, Congress has 
wrestled with health care insurance 
legislation a number of times. 

In the late 1980s, there was the Medi-
care catastrophic bill that we passed 
and then the next year we repealed it. 

There was the Clinton health care 
bill that failed. Then we worked on the 
Kassebaum portability bill. 

Now the latest version of the fight 
comes on the Patients’ Bill of Rights. 

Some of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle now say they’re inter-
ested in ‘‘improving’’ the private em-
ployer-provided health care system 
that we currently enjoy in this coun-
try. 

But I have to admit that I am more 
than a little bit skeptical about that. 
Many of my friends who now claim to 
want to improve our current system 
were just a few years ago trying to get 
rid of it altogether with the Clinton 
bill. 

And many of them still openly admit 
that their ultimate goal is single- 
payor, government-run health care—a 
Washington-mandated, one-size-fits-all 
health care system. 

Now many of us have the same fear 
that the Kennedy-McCain bill is just 
the first step down the regulatory path 
to socialized medicine. 

We still remember the nightmare of 
the Clinton health care bill. 

Many of us thought that was a trojan 
horse that was set up on purpose to fail 
in order to help make it easier for 
many of my Democrat friends to reach 
their final goal—to step in with a gov-
ernment-run, single payor health care 
program. 

The words surrounding the debate 
about that bill sounded good, just like 
some of the rhetoric we hear today 
about Kennedy-McCain. 

The Clinton health bill was going to 
be the best thing since sliced bread. It 
was going to provide all Americans ac-
cess to health care at an affordable 
cost. 

But it was a bad bill. It was drafted 
behind closed doors by a secret task 
force. There were no hearings. No input 
from the public, until a federal court 
ordered it. 

In fact, the reason that they were 
hiding it for so long was that it was 
just another old-fashioned liberal so-
cial program in disguise. 

Now we are hearing the claims that 
the Kennedy-McCain bill is going to do 
all of these great things for patients— 
guaranteed treatments, clinical trials 
for cancer patients, access to special-
ists. 

But the bill before us today hasn’t 
ever been before a Senate committee 
for a hearing, and it’s been two years 
since the Senate last debated it. 

In fact, the latest version of the Ken-
nedy-McCain bill was only introduced 
last Thursday night. Now we’re being 
told that we have to pass it imme-
diately and that the Democrats think 
it’s so good that it doesn’t even need to 
be amended. 

I think I have heard this song before. 
Thanks to the good judgment of Con-

gress in 1994, we were able to defeat a 
national health insurance proposal. 

But today I am afraid that many of 
my friends who support socialized med-
icine are still trying to reach their 
goal, just by different means. 

So I think we need to take a long 
hard look at this bill so that every 
Senator understands exactly what’s in 
it. 

From what I have seen so far, it is 
not very good. 

There are a number of problems with 
the bill. 

First we know Kennedy-McCain is 
going to raise costs. The neutral ex-
perts at the Congressional Budget Of-
fice tell us its going to increase costs 
by 4.2 percent above inflation. 

Health care experts tell us that for 
every 1 percent increase in costs, 
300,000 Americans will lose their health 
coverage. 

That means that if Kennedy-McCain 
passes, over 1.2 million Americans are 
going to lose their health insurance. 

I just do no understand why those 
who support this bill, who usually 
argue that we need to cover more of 
the uninsured and hold the line on 
costs, now are pushing so hard for a 
bill that does just the opposite. 

Another troubling part of the Ken-
nedy-McCain bill is its reliance on law-
suits as a means to promote better 
health care. 

It is just common sense: lawsuits 
don’t lead to better medical care. Get-
ting the lawyers involved isn’t going to 
drive down costs, or deliver care faster. 

I can understand in outrageous situa-
tions that the threat of a lawsuit 
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might be needed as a last report. But in 
Kennedy-McCain, they are the first op-
tion. 

In fact, the most troubling part 
about Kennedy-McCain is that it could 
in fact lead to lawsuits by employees 
against employers over health cov-
erage. That is the last thing we need 
and could eventually lead to the end of 
our current employer-based health in-
surance system. 

I know that sounds drastic, but it is 
just common sense. 

If any employee can sue their em-
ployer because they are unhappy with 
their health coverage, the employer is 
going to do one of two things: drop the 
coverage and simply give the employee 
cash to buy their own insurance—or 
worse just drop the benefit altogether. 

Recent news reports tell us what hap-
pens to health care when lawsuits 
flourish. For instance, in Mississippi, 
where there has recently been a dra-
matic increase in forum shopping by 
plaintiffs’ lawyers, 44 insurers have left 
the state. 

Recent studies by the General Ac-
counting Office show that the average 
medical malpractice claim takes 33 
months to resolve. Most patients can’t 
wait that long. I don’t see how making 
it easier for them to sue is going to 
help anyone except the lawyers. 

Usually here in Congress we try to 
make laws simpler, and to cut down on 
lawsuits, not to encourage more. Mak-
ing it easier to sue might sound good 
to those who are angry about their 
health care, but it’s only a knee-jerk, 
feel-good reaction that isn’t going to 
help anybody get medical care any 
faster. 

Finally, if Kennedy-McCain is so 
good, why doesn’t it apply to everyone? 
Millions of Americans aren’t covered 
by it. Medicare and Medicaid recipi-
ents, and all of those who get coverage 
from their unions through collective 
bargaining agreements, they are not 
covered. 

While I admit that I don’t want Ken-
nedy-McCain to pass, I have to admit 
that I am surprised that my friends 
who support the bill, who tell us what 
a good effort it is, don’t want it to 
apply to every single American. 

Instead of the Kennedy-McCain bill, I 
hope my colleagues take a good long, 
hard look at the Breaux-Frist proposal. 
The heart of Breaux-Frist is a new im-
partial medical review to make sure 
that patients get the care they need 
quickly, without getting bogged down 
in courts and lawsuits. Patients are 
guaranteed access to independent med-
ical review to ensure that doctors, not 
HMOs, are making medical decisions. 
Breaux-Frist gives States flexibility. 
While providing new Federal rights. 
The legislation stays out of the way of 
States that have already made progress 
in protecting patients. It creates a 
floor, not a ceiling, when it comes to 
protecting patients’ rights. 

Breaux-Frist also guarantees access 
to care through comprehensive patient 
protections. It guarantees emergency 

room coverage under the prudent 
layperson standard, and direct access 
to OB–GYNs for women and pediatri-
cians for children. Best of all, Breaux- 
Frist ensures that employers are not 
going to be held liable for health deci-
sions. And Breaux-Frist covers every-
one—all 170 million Americans who get 
their coverage through private health 
plans. 

For health plans that fail to comply 
with these independent reviews, pa-
tients will be able, as a last resort, to 
sue in Federal court. It provides a 
clear-cut, sensible process that will 
help patients get care and hold HMOs 
accountable. 

Most importantly, we know that the 
President will sign Breaux-Frist into 
law. He won’t sign Kennedy-McCain. If 
the supporters of Kennedy-McCain 
really want to pass a bill that becomes 
law, they will help us to amend it and 
improve it. If they do not, we will just 
continue to talk in Congress without 
getting anything done. 

I would like to conclude by telling 
my colleagues about what will happen 
if we end up passing Kennedy-McCain. 
Seven years ago, in Kentucky, we 
passed a version of the Clinton health 
bill. It promised better care to patients 
through increased regulation and law-
suits. But guess what happened. Health 
care in Kentucky went downhill. For 
starters, all of the private insurers left 
the State. We used to have 60. After the 
Clinton-Lite bill passed, we had two. 
The number of uninsured Kentuckians 
rose. Costs increased. Medical care be-
came more expensive and harder to get. 
Ever since then we have been trying to 
fix our health care laws, and we have 
managed to get back to five different 
insurers who will now offer coverage in 
Kentucky. 

Employer-provided coverage in Ken-
tucky nearly collapsed. Passing 
McCain-Kennedy could be the first step 
down this road for the Nation, and I 
can tell my friends it is a path we don’t 
want to take. 

Republicans want a bill. Democrats 
want a bill. If we work together, I 
think we can get one. But Kennedy- 
McCain is not the answer. It has to be 
changed or nothing else is going to 
change. And the patients will lose. 

Madam President, I yield back my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. I see my friend from Ari-
zona is in the Chamber. 

Does the Senator wish to seek rec-
ognition? 

Mr. MCCAIN. For about a minute. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona is recognized. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I un-

derstand the amendment that is being 
proposed. It contains provisions, as I 
understand it, that were dropped in 
conference on the tax bill we passed 
not long ago. I think the Senator from 
Texas would confirm that. Is that 
right? 

Mr. GRAMM. I do not know. I was 
trying to find out. 

Mr. MCCAIN. It was, I believe, not ac-
cepted in conference. Obviously, we 
would like to do everything we can to 
encourage employers and employees to 
be able to obtain health care plans. 

What I am concerned about is the 
possibility that this would open up 
other tax provisions that might be 
added to the bill. Also, there is the blue 
slip problem that would apply because 
it is a revenue issue that does not 
originate in the other body. Again, I 
think the Senator from Texas would 
recognize that is a problem that we 
face in this amendment. 

So I wonder if the proponents of the 
amendment would agree to a unani-
mous consent request, which I will 
state now and explain as follows: That 
the time between now and 5:30 be 
equally divided between Senator 
HUTCHINSON and Senator KENNEDY, or 
their designees, for debate on the pend-
ing amendment; that no second-degree 
amendments be in order to the amend-
ment; and that at 5:30 the amendment 
be agreed to, and that there be no fur-
ther revenue or blue slip material 
amendments in order to this bill; fur-
ther, that when S. 1052 is read a third 
time, it be laid aside and the Senate 
immediately turn to the consideration 
of Calendar No. 69, H.R. 10; that all 
after the enacting clause be stricken, 
and the text of S. 1052 be substituted in 
lieu thereof; the bill be read a third 
time, and the Senate proceed to vote 
on final passage of the bill; that the 
Senate insist on its amendment, re-
quest a conference with the House, and 
the Chair be authorized to appoint con-
ferees. 

What I mean by this unanimous con-
sent request is that in order to avoid 
the so-called ‘‘blue slip’’ problem, that 
this amendment would be adopted, but 
when the bill is laid aside for the first 
time, we would take up a House rev-
enue bill which is pending here in the 
Senate on the calendar, and add that 
provision to the bill, thereby avoiding 
the problem of it being negated. 

I note the Senator from Oklahoma is 
in the Chamber as well. I would be glad 
to discuss this unanimous consent re-
quest with my colleagues to see if they 
would give it some consideration, so we 
could discuss getting it done. 

Mr. GREGG. Reserving the right to 
object. 

Mr. GRAMM. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator propounding a unanimous con-
sent request? 

Mr. MCCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, let me first 
say that obviously Members can only 
answer for themselves. 

I would have no objection to trying 
to deal with a potential blue slip prob-
lem through unanimous consent. The 
House bill will almost certainly con-
tain a provision related to access to 
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health care, and so the two bills would 
be conformable in that way. Nor do I 
have any concern about taking up a 
House measure which would be a fur-
ther guarantee against the blue slip 
problem. If we put in a quorum call and 
worked this out or had debate while we 
worked it out, all that could be worked 
out. 

Where I think we might run into 
problems is that there are two prob-
lems in terms of access to health care. 
One is the self-employed who have to 
pay both parts of their health care cov-
erage. The other is very low income 
people who don’t get health insurance 
through their jobs. You then have a 
very small—and I know the Senator is 
aware—you have a very small revenue 
component in medical savings ac-
counts. I would not want to limit our 
ability to at least debate the other two 
parts of the problem. But within the 
constraints of those problems, I think 
there might be room to debate it. I 
don’t want to preclude our ability to 
offer, for example, a medical savings 
account amendment because I think 
that is very important as part of this 
access. 

I understand this amendment. I very 
strongly support it. I want to be sure 
we have a chance, if we fix it for the 
self-employed, that we fix it for very 
low income people who don’t get health 
insurance through their jobs. I can as-
sure the Senator that for my part—and 
I am sure on behalf of every Repub-
lican—we are not trying to create a 
technical ‘‘gotcha’’ problem here. We 
can work together to fix that problem, 
if that would make this amendment 
more acceptable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida). The Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the bill already has a blue slip 
problem. There is already a tax in-
crease in the bill, section 502, that ex-
tends customs user fees from the year 
2003 to the year 2011. That is blue slip 
material. It is already there. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I don’t agree. I don’t 
agree. We will be glad to debate that 
and have a parliamentary decision on 
it. 

Mr. NICKLES. I am informing my 
colleague, there are revenue measures 
in the bill right now. I don’t think 
whether there is an additional amend-
ment or not would have any additional 
impact on blue slip. I am perfectly 
willing, as the Senator from Texas 
said, to set up a way of taking up a 
House-passed bill and substituting the 
entire text of whatever we pass to 
avoid that. I am happy to cooperate in 
doing that at some point. I will be 
happy to work with my friend from Ar-
izona to do that. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank the Senators. 
I guess the Senator from New Hamp-

shire had also a reservation. 
Mr. GREGG. The point I was con-

cerned about was, there are parts of 
this unanimous consent with which I 
could agree, but the two points the 

Senator from Texas and the Senator 
from Oklahoma have made are equally 
of concern to me. Maybe there is a way 
to work this out, but in its present 
form I have a serious reservation about 
it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I would 
object. I would like to also ask that 
our staffs sit down together to see if we 
can work these problems out. I reit-
erate, we are not trying to create a 
technical problem here. We are worried 
about people losing their health insur-
ance. We want to be sure we are doing 
other things to promote it. If the Sen-
ator is willing to work with us, we will 
try to work out the problem he has 
raised to everybody’s satisfaction, and 
then perhaps later today or tomorrow 
we could do a unanimous consent re-
quest on a bipartisan basis to which we 
could agree. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Arizona retains the 
floor. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my friends from Texas as well as from 
Oklahoma and New Hampshire. We 
would like to sit down and see if we can 
work this out. Whether the Senator 
from Texas intends there to be a prob-
lem or not, there is a problem on pas-
sage of this amendment. So I appre-
ciate the intentions of all involved 
here, but the fact is, there will be a 
technical problem because of raising 
revenue. I would like to work that out, 
and we will sit down and begin con-
versations about it. 

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator will yield 
on that point. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. GREGG. I do believe that prob-

lem can be worked out. Actually, the 
language for working it out is in this 
unanimous consent request. It is just 
that the unanimous consent request 
goes significantly further than that. 
That is where I think we have to sit 
down and see if we can’t reach some ac-
commodation. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I understand. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, may I 
proceed for 30 seconds? 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in re-
sponse to the Senator from Oklahoma, 
we have been assured, from the Budget 
Committee, the Finance Committee, 
and the Ways and Means Committee, 
that there is no blue slip problem. Any-
one can raise this and challenge those 
authorities, and maybe they will. At 
least we want to give assurances to the 
membership that we did anticipate this 
issue. We have received those assur-
ances from the leaders. I believe we re-
ceived them in a bipartisan way as 
well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have 
been on this amendment now for 2 
hours. The debate has been good. We 
are arriving at a point where we might 
be able to offer a unanimous consent 
agreement as to when we would termi-
nate this debate. 

I say to everyone: We do not intend 
to arbitrarily cut off debate on any 
amendments. But we should also un-
derstand that it is up to the people who 
oppose the Patients’ Bill of Rights to 
offer the amendments they believe will 
improve the bill. We have today; that 
includes the evening hours. We have 
part of the day tomorrow. As had been 
announced by the two leaders some 
time ago, there will be no activity in 
the Senate in the way of votes on Mon-
day. There could be some debate taking 
place. We have Tuesday, Wednesday, 
and Thursday to finish the bill, if we 
are going to go to the Fourth of July 
recess as has been planned. That is to 
begin on Friday. 

Again, Senator DASCHLE, the major-
ity leader, has said if we do not finish 
this Thursday night, we are going to 
work Friday, Saturday, Sunday, Mon-
day, Tuesday, take Wednesday off, 
which is the Fourth of July, and come 
back on Thursday and begin the bill 
again. We are going to finish. 

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. REID. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. GREGG. I believe there is a 

unanimous consent to which this side 
is agreeable which has been circulated 
from your side, and we are willing to 
proceed with that at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time on 
the pending amendment prior to a vote 
in relation to the amendment at 5:30 be 
divided as follows: Senator KENNEDY or 
his designee to control 30 minutes of 
debate; Senator HUTCHINSON or his des-
ignee to control the remaining time, 
including the last 15 minutes prior to 
the vote; that at 5:30 the Senate vote in 
relation to the Hutchinson amend-
ment; that upon completion of the vote 
at 5:30, Senator MCCAIN be recognized 
to offer a sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment regarding clinical trials; the 
amendment be debated this evening; 
and then when the Senate resumes con-
sideration of the bill tomorrow at 9:30, 
the time prior to 11 a.m. be divided be-
tween Senator MCCAIN and Senator 
GREGG or their designees; and then a 
vote in relation to the McCain amend-
ment occur at 11 a.m.; and then fol-
lowing the disposition of the McCain 
amendment, Senator GREGG or his des-
ignee be recognized to offer an amend-
ment; that no second-degree amend-
ments be in order to either the Hutch-
inson or McCain amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. NICKLES. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. It is not my intention 
to object. I haven’t seen the McCain 
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amendment. Would it be possible for us 
to get a copy of that amendment? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. While the Sen-
ator was asking, we never received the 
Hutchinson amendment until it was of-
fered either. As we proceed, what we 
would like to try to do, for the benefit 
of the Members, is to at least have the 
two or three amendments on either 
side so that the Members are familiar 
with the material and would have 
knowledge as to what those amend-
ments are. I think that might save a 
good deal of time in terms of the expla-
nation of the amendments and the dis-
position of them. We will make every 
effort to make those available. And we 
hope—if I may have the Senator’s at-
tention—that that would be reciprocal 
and we might have the amendment you 
also intend to offer tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Illinois is recog-

nized. 
Mr. DURBIN. I seek recognition 

under Senator KENNEDY’s time. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 10 minutes to 

the Senator. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I stand 

in opposition to the amendment offered 
by Senators HUTCHINSON and BOND. At 
the outset, this is an issue I have 
worked on as long as I have been in 
Congress—extending the tax deduct-
ibility of health insurance premiums 
for self-employed people in this coun-
try. 

What we face in this country today is 
a terrible situation where those in 
small business and family farms cannot 
deduct their health insurance pre-
miums as those who work for major 
corporations can. At a time when more 
and more people are losing health in-
surance, this is certainly a policy 
change that needs to take place. 

Yet I rise today in opposition to this 
amendment. Let me tell you why I do. 
Only a month ago on this floor of the 
Senate, I offered an amendment to the 
tax bill which would have provided the 
self-employed with a full 100-percent 
tax deduction. That was a month ago 
when we were considering a tax bill 
where we were providing benefits to in-
dividuals and families. 

What happened to my amendment? 
Well, my amendment was accepted by 
my Republican colleagues. They put it 
in the bill in the Senate, and they 
killed it in the conference. That is 
right. They said they accepted it on 
the floor, and when it went to con-
ference committee on the tax bill, they 
yanked it out and eliminated it. It is 
the same provision being offered today 
on the Republican side as part of this 
bill that was eliminated by the Repub-
lican majority in the conference com-
mittee on this tax bill. The tax bill had 
$1.3 trillion in benefits it could provide 
over a 10-year period of time, and the 
Republican majority could not find $2 
billion to provide the very tax deduc-
tion they are asking for today. 

It raises an important question. If 
this issue was important enough for us 

to include it in the tax bill, why did 
they eliminate it when they went to 
conference committee? Second, why is 
it being offered today? 

The second question, I think, bears 
some exposition here. That is obvious. 
This is a Patients’ Bill of Rights. This 
is a bill which the health insurance in-
dustry opposes. They oppose it because 
it will eat into their profits and instead 
is going to empower families and busi-
nesses and individuals across America, 
when it comes to their health insur-
ance, to finally stand up and say that 
doctors should make medical decisions, 
not insurance companies. 

On the Republican side, they are of-
fering killer amendments in an effort 
to scuttle and stop this bill. They know 
that if they can put a tax amendment 
on this bill, it is over. So they come in 
and say they want to offer tax deduct-
ibility for the self-employed people 
when it comes to health insurance pre-
miums—the very position they elimi-
nated when they had a chance to pass 
it a few weeks ago on the tax bill. 

It wasn’t good enough for the tax 
bill, but it is the very first thing they 
want to offer when it comes to the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. Excuse me if I 
question whether or not their strategy 
reflects their sincerity. If they were 
sincere about helping self-employed 
people, they would have included it in 
a $1.3 trillion tax bill and not put it in 
the Patients’ Bill of Rights in an effort 
to kill this important legislation. 

We have waited 5 years for this bill. 
We have worked out a bipartisan com-
promise with Senator JOHN MCCAIN, 
Senator JOHN EDWARDS of North Caro-
lina and, of course, Senator KENNEDY 
from Massachusetts, who has been a 
leader on this issue. 

The other side, the opponents, are 
desperate to kill this bill. They under-
stand that every health professional 
organization in America that has 
taken a position has supported the bi-
partisan legislation we have on the 
floor. They are desperate to find a 
strategy and a tactic to stop the bill, 
nevertheless. 

The health insurance industry wants 
the bill to die, and now they want to 
kill it with kindness—the kindness of a 
tax break for the self-employed. Where 
was that kindness a month ago when 
the conference committee met on the 
tax bill? It wasn’t there. You could not 
put it in the bill that really counted. 
You want to put it on this bill to put 
an end to the debate. 

We are not going to fall for that. 
Those who have supported this provi-
sion throughout our careers are not 
going to let you kill the Patients’ Bill 
of Rights by putting on a provision 
which you rejected in your own tax bill 
just a few weeks ago. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in continuing to 
fight for the deductibility of health in-
surance premiums for the self-em-
ployed, but don’t do it at the expense 
of this important legislation that gives 
individuals and families and businesses 
across America the protection they de-

serve when it comes to their health in-
surance. 

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

Mr. DURBIN. Yes. 
Mr. REID. I came to Washington 

with the Senator from Illinois. I can’t 
remember a session of Congress where 
he didn’t promote this issue. The Sen-
ator’s fingerprints are all over this leg-
islation. The Senator has certainly 
portrayed what is happening with this 
bill. They are taking the Senator’s 
amendment and putting their name on 
it and trying to kill this bill. I am anx-
ious to see what the next one is going 
to be. It will be someone else’s amend-
ment that they have killed in the past 
to try to kill this Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. 

The Senator from Illinois has said it 
so well. Here is legislation that has 
been yours for almost 20 years. It was 
put in a tax bill, and now I read in the 
paper it is not $1.3 trillion, it is $1.8 
trillion—and for a speck of that, they 
eliminated the Senator’s provision. I 
don’t know if they planned that, to 
come back and do it here, or if it is 
something they picked up recently. 
But I know the Senator from Illinois 
will be forced to vote against his own 
amendment. I have always joined him 
in his efforts to pass the legislation. I 
will join the Senator from Illinois be-
cause we cannot fall for, in my words, 
this cheap trick. 

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

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY. How much time does 

he have left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 3 minutes 40 seconds remain-
ing. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Does the Senator not 
find this somewhat disingenuous that 
the administration had made the rec-
ommendation on the Durbin amend-
ment for the business community, for 
the self-employed, and these Repub-
licans dropped it, put it aside; they 
didn’t make it a priority for their tax 
break? The administration came up 
with $60 billion to try to help the un-
covered with insurance, and they 
dropped that. And now two of the prin-
cipal reasons they give from this side 
are that they are not taking care of 
business and they are not taking care 
of the uninsured. I mean, if this was 
such a big priority on their side, why 
didn’t they fight for it when they had 
the opportunity? Does that not lead 
one to believe that rather than being 
serious about getting these achieve-
ments and providing some relief, they 
basically want to sink this bill? 

Mr. DURBIN. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts is correct. The Republicans 
and those supporting their positions 
cannot come to this floor and argue, I 
think, with a straight face that Amer-
ican families don’t need protection 
when it comes to their own health in-
surance. They are not standing here 
and arguing that, really, health insur-
ance clerks should make decisions, not 
doctors. 
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So they have come in with a new 

strategy. A month ago, this idea of pro-
viding the deductibility of health in-
surance premiums for the self-em-
ployed was good enough to adopt on 
the Senate floor and kill in conference 
on their tax bill. Now they are coming 
back and saying that really is the high-
est priority. We have to go back to 
that old argument, to that old posi-
tion. Well, I think people can see 
through it. 

You had your chance, you had your 
tax bill. This was the bill that was sup-
posed to help families across America. 
We know what happened. Forty percent 
of all the benefits in that tax bill went 
to people making over $300,000 a year. 
Instead of finding even $2 billion out of 
$1.8 trillion to help those small busi-
nesses and family farmers, no, the 
highest priority was the wealthiest 1 
percent of America. Well, that was 
your decision. That was your tax bill. I 
voted against it. I will vote against it 
again if you come back with it. 

Instead, let’s vote for something and 
say that after 5 years we are going to 
pass a bipartisan bill that for the first 
time will hold health insurance compa-
nies accountable for their actions like 
every other business in America. I 
know that is a dagger in the heart of 
the health insurance industry. They 
want to continue to be a special privi-
leged class that never has to answer 
when they make decisions which deny 
basic medical treatment to families 
and individuals. Those days are num-
bered. 

I urge my colleagues in the Senate to 
reject this amendment for what it is. 
This is an effort to derail an important 
piece of legislation. Let us stick with 
and support the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. Let us not fall for this ploy. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas is recognized. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Boy, I have to 

smile. I am sincere about this, and I re-
sent it being portrayed as, I believe, a 
‘‘cheap trick.’’ It was called a ploy, an 
effort to derail. It is none of that. It is 
a sincere concern about those who are 
self-employed and who do not get equal 
treatment. It is a sincere concern that 
this legislation does not empower any-
body but trial lawyers, and that the big 
issue in this whole debate is access. 

I am sincerely trying to address an 
issue about which I have been con-
cerned, and I know the Senator from Il-
linois has, but it is no effort to derail. 
If I had been on the conference com-
mittee, I assure the Senator from Illi-
nois I would have fought as hard as I 
could have with every fiber of my being 
to ensure this very important provision 
was included in the tax bill. Unfortu-
nately, I was not on the tax conference 
committee, and so my alternative was 
to come to this Chamber and try to do 
the right thing. I assure the Senator 
from Illinois that is what I am trying 
to do. 

I also remind him that every Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights that has ever 

passed the House of Representatives 
has included tax incentives for health 
care. Every Patients’ Bill of Rights 
that has ever passed the Senate has in-
cluded tax incentives for health care. 
The bill the House of Representatives 
is likely to pass within the next few 
weeks will undoubtedly, will with a 
certainty contain tax access provi-
sions, as it should. 

If the Senate does not adopt its own 
tax incentives and access provisions, 
we will be at a distinct disadvantage as 
we go into the House conference on 
this legislation. 

If the Senator wants to face the 
American people and explain that he 
opposed this on the basis of a blue slip 
problem, please, I am sure, they are 
going to appreciate that explanation. 
This is something that has had broad 
support in the past. It is without ques-
tion something we should do. We have 
an opportunity to do it, and we should. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Maine who has been such an advo-
cate for small business in this country 
and has fought hard for full deduct-
ibility for the self-employed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I com-
mend my friend and colleague from Ar-
kansas for offering this important 
amendment. It will allow self-employed 
Americans to deduct the full amount of 
their health insurance premiums. 

As we proceed with consideration of 
legislation to protect patients’ rights, 
legislation I believe every Member of 
this body, in one form or another, 
wants to see passed, we should also be 
considering ways to expand access to 
health insurance coverage for millions 
more Americans by making health in-
surance more affordable. 

We know that at a time of almost un-
precedented prosperity in this country, 
we have 43 million Americans who lack 
health insurance. Just think of the im-
pact of an economic downturn and es-
calating increases in health insurance 
costs. It will only expand the number 
of uninsured or underinsured Ameri-
cans. That is why I support the amend-
ment that has been offered by the Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

As President Clinton’s own Advisory 
Commission on Consumer Protection 
and Quality noted in its report: ‘‘Costs 
matter—health coverage is the best 
consumer protection.’’ 

Simply put, the biggest single obsta-
cle to expanded health care coverage in 
the United States is costs. While Amer-
ican employers everywhere are facing 
huge hikes in their health insurance 
premiums, these rising costs are par-
ticularly problematic for small busi-
nesses, and they are most problematic 
for self-employed individuals who have 
to purchase health insurance on their 
own without a subsidy from an em-
ployer and without the benefit of a 
group health plan rate. 

Since most Americans get their 
health insurance through the work-
place, it is a common assumption that 

people without health insurance are 
unemployed, but the fact is that most 
uninsured Americans are members of 
families with at least one full-time 
worker. Eighty-five percent of Ameri-
cans who do not have health insurance 
live in a family with a full-time work-
er. Most of these uninsured workers are 
self-employed or they work for very 
small businesses that simply cannot af-
ford to provide health insurance as 
much as they would like. 

Our amendment will help make 
health insurance more affordable for 
these Americans by allowing those who 
are self-employed to deduct 100 percent 
of the cost of their health insurance 
premiums. Since some 35 million 
Americans are in families headed by 
self-employed individuals, this will be 
of enormous help to them. Five million 
of those 35 million are uninsured. 

Establishing parity in the tax treat-
ment of health insurance costs between 
self-employed individuals and those 
working for large businesses is also a 
matter of equity. I have never thought 
it was fair that a corporation can de-
duct 100 percent of its share of the 
health insurance premiums that it 
pays for its employees, but a person 
who works for himself or herself can 
only deduct a portion of that cost. 

This is a matter of equity, but it 
would also help to reduce the number 
of uninsured but working Americans. 
Our amendment will help make health 
insurance more affordable for the 82,000 
people in my home State of Maine who 
are self-employed. They include our 
lobstermen, fishermen, farmers, hair-
dressers, electricians, plumbers, and 
the owners of many of the small shops 
that dot communities throughout our 
State. 

We are a State of self-reliant people. 
We are a State where there is a large 
number of self-employed, and they de-
serve to deduct the cost of their health 
insurance premium just as a large cor-
poration can write off that cost. 

This is a particularly important 
amendment when we are looking at a 
bill that by every estimate is going to 
drive up the cost of health insurance. 
This is just a modest effort to provide 
some assistance to help offset the esca-
lation in health insurance rates that 
this bill, unfortunately, will produce. 
This is a reasonable amendment. It de-
serves bipartisan support. 

Finally, I am a bit puzzled by some of 
the statements that have been made by 
those on the other side of the aisle. 
During consideration of the budget res-
olution earlier this year, I offered an 
amendment to make sure we set aside 
funds in the budget resolution to pro-
vide for 100-percent deductibility for 
health insurance for the self-employed 
and also to help our small businesses 
that are struggling with the cost of 
health insurance by giving them a tax 
credit. 

That amendment was opposed by my 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. Had it been accepted—it was nar-
rowly defeated by only one vote—we 
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would have had a better chance of hold-
ing those important provisions in the 
tax bill when we went to conference, 
but it was opposed by my friends from 
the other side of the aisle. 

I find it ironic to hear today the ar-
gument that we should have done it 
earlier, we should have done it on a dif-
ferent bill when, in fact, our attempts 
to do so were defeated during the 
course of the budget resolution. 

This is an excellent amendment. I am 
puzzled why there would be any opposi-
tion to it. Surely we ought to be able 
to agree that self-employed individ-
uals, those hard-working men and 
women across America, should be able 
to deduct the full cost of their health 
insurance. It is the right policy, it is 
the fair policy, and it would help ex-
pand access to needed health insurance 
for millions of American families. I 
hope there will be a strong bipartisan 
vote for this very important amend-
ment. 

Again, I commend my friend from Ar-
kansas for his leadership in bringing 
forth this very important amendment 
on this bill. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 

thank the distinguished Senator from 
Maine for her excellent statement, for 
her cosponsorship of this amendment, 
for her leadership in advocacy for 
small business in this country. 

I now yield to the Senator from New 
Hampshire for such time as he might 
need. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I support my colleagues’ 
amendment wholeheartedly and I ask 
unanimous consent my name be added 
as an original cosponsor. 

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

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I com-
pliment my colleague from Maine for 
the eloquent statement she made re-
garding those independent business 
people who do not have the fallback or 
the luxury of the assets of the giant 
corporation. There are thousands in 
Maine and thousands in our neigh-
boring State of New Hampshire. It is 
hard to see them without the ability to 
have the 100-percent deduction. It is a 
struggle to provide those benefits. 
They do provide them. In spite of the 
fact they don’t have the deductibility, 
they still provide insurance. It is a tre-
mendous burden. 

I hope our colleagues will see how 
important this amendment is. 

I rise today to make a few general 
comments about health care in Amer-
ica and about this legislation specifi-
cally as we move forward in this de-
bate. We have gone full circle on the 
health care debate. We started in the 
early 1990s with an attempt to nation-
alize all health care in America, which 
would have been a disaster. We then 
swung over to HMOs, and now we are 
back somewhere in the middle. This 
bill is now moving back toward the na-
tional trend. 

We have a vision for America. This 
debate is about what vision is accepted. 
Is the vision you accept one of govern-
ment control of health care? One of 
government control of who your doctor 
is? One of government control of who 
has access to health care and who does 
not? 

Talk to some of our friends to the 
north in Canada and ask them how 
that triple or quadruple-tiered system 
works there. 

The other vision is what I believe our 
country stands for. That is a vision of 
America of limited government, an 
America of individual freedom and 
choice and personal responsibility. 
These are the principles that helped 
make America the greatest Nation in 
history. When we talk about these 
principles in other areas—whether it be 
regarding business or any area regard-
ing individual responsibility where 
government does not take a peek at 
your private life—one cannot isolate 
health care. We have to say health care 
is very much a part of the whole con-
cept of America of individual freedom, 
personal responsibility, and choice. 

Access to affordable, quality health 
care is an issue, a health issue that we 
as a government and society should 
promote and encourage. It is a shame 
the Senator from Arkansas has to have 
an amendment like this. It should be 
part of the Tax Code to begin with. 

We achieve this access to affordable 
health care using the strengths of our 
system, not accenting weaknesses. The 
strength of our system is free market, 
quality care, consumer choice. All 
Members agree we need health care re-
form. The question is, What health 
care reform? The question is, How do 
we reach this goal? 

I ask my colleagues, is increased reg-
ulation more government control over 
your life? If it is a problem with the 
HMOs over what doctor to see or over 
a health procedure to be used, which is 
a legitimate concern, how would you 
like the Federal Government making 
those decisions? How would you like to 
deal with the bureaucracy of the Fed-
eral Government, as constituents have 
to deal with, calling each day asking to 
please help them get the Social Secu-
rity that, after the Government de-
clared them dead 2 months ago, they 
have not received for 2 months? 

Is that who you want to control your 
access to health care? Is that who you 
want to go through for a decision on 
your medical condition, or to see a doc-
tor? Do you want the lawyers in Amer-
ica to run the health care system? 
That is what is happening in this bill. 
The trial lawyers will run it. 

There are no comments made about 
the trial lawyers on this side of the 
aisle. We know the reason: The Amer-
ican people do not want a government- 
run health care system. We want re-
forms. We want access to our doctors. 
We want doctors and patients to make 
the decisions. That is what we want. 
We don’t want anybody in between. 
There should not be anybody in be-

tween. To have the Federal Govern-
ment in there is a serious error. 

The question should be, Should pa-
tients have recourse if they are harmed 
by a decision made by their HMO? Of 
course they should. Better yet, let’s 
have a procedure set up so there is no-
body getting in the way to begin with, 
so that the doctor and the patient 
make the decision about which medical 
procedure should be used. 

I urge both sides to put aside the 
gamesmanship and partisan rhetoric 
and work toward real patient protec-
tion. We all know this is about politics. 
We know the political argument: Bash 
the HMOs, bash the Republicans. The 
Republicans don’t want consumers to 
have choice. Or the other side: The 
Federal Government will run the 
health care system. 

That is not the issue. We all should 
work together to help people who need 
access to health care. Consumers don’t 
want drastic increases in premiums. I 
haven’t found any yet who want pre-
miums increased. I have not found any-
body yet who wants a maze of legal 
wrangling to achieve benefits they are 
already owed. Do you want to have to 
go through ten levels of government 
bureaucracy to get something owed 
you? I have not found anybody yet who 
wants to do that. If they are out there, 
they have not written to me. 

The President is concerned about pa-
tient protection. He worked on it hard 
as a Governor of Texas and showed a 
willingness to work in a bipartisan way 
to improve the insurance system. He 
extended his hand in this way. I hope 
the other side will take advantage of 
it. This is an extraordinary oppor-
tunity to achieve reform. It will make 
a real difference for the people of this 
country. This is what this debate 
should be about. I am afraid it is not 
what it is about. 

Sure, we can pass a bill right now 
that bashes the HMO industry, hikes 
premiums, and delays benefits to pa-
tients. Let’s look at them one by one. 

Bash the HMO: Does that make you 
feel good? Maybe. Does it help you get 
better benefits, better access to your 
doctors? I don’t think so. 

Hiked premiums: Anyone want to 
raise the premiums higher, make it 
more difficult to receive the health 
care you are now trying to get? Do you 
want to delay your benefits to the pa-
tients? I don’t know anybody who 
wants that. I don’t think anyone wants 
premium hikes or delays, but such a 
bill would be vetoed and the status quo 
preserved. If we have a bill that bashes 
HMOs and raises premiums, President 
Bush will veto it, as well he should. 
Why pass it? 

President Bush made it clear he will 
veto this bill in its current form. Why 
not work here, roll up our sleeves, do 
what we are paid to do by the tax-
payers in this country, and work to-
gether to get a bill that will be signed 
by the President. Why wait for him to 
veto? 
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If my colleagues are dissatisfied with 

the status quo, do not want it to con-
tinue, and are concerned about con-
stituents who are patients, they need 
to understand we need to make im-
provements in this bill. The Senator 
from Arkansas has made a very good 
improvement in this bill. We should 
not even be talking about it. It should 
be unanimously approved. Instead, it is 
debated hotly and unfairly on the Sen-
ate floor. 

I don’t think the current system is 
perfect. It is the best system in the 
world, though. For all the criticisms, 
does anybody want to go to Pakistan 
to have heart surgery, or North Korea? 
It is the best system in the world, with 
all its blemishes. As Winston Churchill 
used to say about democracy: It is not 
perfect, but it is the best thing out 
there. Remember that when we get to 
the bashing of the health care system 
in the country. We have the best doc-
tors, the best nurses, the best hospitals 
in the world, the best pharmaceutical 
companies that get bashed on the floor 
day in and day out. 

They have made tremendous progress 
in such diseases as cancer and AIDS 
and all kinds of disease that impacts us 
as a people. 

We have seen how expensive and inef-
ficient health care programs run by the 
Federal Government can be. I address 
my colleagues in the spirit of biparti-
sanship. I think some of my colleagues 
can admit that on the Environment 
and Public Works Committee, which I 
used to chair, I reached out on a lot of 
issues, specifically brownfields and Ev-
erglades, and we had bipartisan bills, 
two of them, both big issues that 
passed overwhelmingly, 99–0 on one, 
and 85 on the other. It can be done, but 
it should not be done out here. People 
on the respective committees ought to 
roll up their sleeves and accept reality 
and quit trying to score political 
points. 

You ought to say if President Bush is 
going to veto this bill, that here are 
the reasons he is going to veto it. Let’s 
sit down and see if we can address 
those reasons. If you can’t, then fine. 
We will move forward. 

But stop trying to score political 
points by trying to paint the picture 
that somehow all of us on this side are 
somehow opposed to having consumers 
get good health care. It is not true. It 
is a cheap shot, frankly, to do it. 

We shouldn’t let the heavy hand of 
Government further aggravate the 
problems that plague our private 
health care system. We should reform 
it. We can increase choices for the em-
ployers and the individuals and foster 
innovation with market-driven ideas 
and competition. 

I have tried for a year and a half to 
get the attention of colleagues on my 
side of the aisle on a prescription drug 
plan that reduces premiums and pro-
vides more coverage. But I can’t get 
any attention to it—I guess because I 
am not the guy who is supposed to be 
bringing it up. I do not know. But I en-

courage people to take a look at it be-
cause it works. 

If we are talking about reducing pre-
miums, then here is a way to reduce 
premiums on just those prescription 
drugs. We ought to discourage frivolous 
lawsuits while ensuring that patients 
who are truly harmed have a recourse. 
That is what we should be doing. If this 
legislation passes, it will make lawyers 
wealthy. They are going to do real 
well. 

We ought to emphasize what works, 
get rid of what doesn’t, and stop bash-
ing what is good in our health care sys-
tem, as if it is the worst in the world 
rather than the best. 

We ought to cut down on the health 
insurance fraud. Barry Mawn, head of 
the FBI in New York, has called health 
and medical insurance fraud America’s 
No. 1 white-collar crime costing bil-
lions of dollars. 

We should eliminate the fraud and 
put those dollars to the consumers—to 
the people who really could use some 
help. How much new technology could 
we put into place? How many new med-
ical breakthroughs could we make, if 
we could take those billions of dollars 
that we waste in fraud and put it into 
cancer research, or AIDS research, or 
multiple sclerosis, or muscular dys-
trophy, or any other disease? That 
would be a good step. We could do that, 
too, on the floor of the Senate today, if 
we wanted to do it. 

We ought to offer a clear and compel-
ling vision of how patient empower-
ment in truly free markets can give 
Americans a better health a system. 

I ask you: Would we have the break-
throughs that we have in some of the 
miracle drugs we have on the market 
today if the Federal Government had 
been responsible for doing it? I ask 
anyone to answer that question, other 
than to say no. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield on that question? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Yes. 
Of course. 

Mr. DURBIN. Is the Senator aware of 
the National Institutes of Health’s 
basic research and medical—— 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I 
think the Senator knows I am aware of 
that. 

Mr. DURBIN. Research that leads to 
these drugs and this medical equip-
ment funded by American taxpayers? 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Yes. I 
am very much aware of it. In terms of 
licensing medicines and doing the re-
search, you know where it is hap-
pening. It is happening in the private 
sector. We can’t shut it down. 

I want health care for Americans, 
and my constituents want real choice 
and control over their own decisions. 
We should not reform something or 
change something in the name of re-
form that causes the Federal Govern-
ment to get in the way of the doctor 
providing services to the patient. 

My friend from Missouri pointed out 
earlier that thousands, if not millions, 
of Americans could lose their insurance 

under this bill as it is currently draft-
ed. Is that really what the intent is—to 
have millions of Americans lose their 
insurance? I hope not. 

Over the next few days we could dis-
cuss amendments to this bill that will 
make those badly needed improve-
ments, such as the Senator from Ar-
kansas has just done. I urge my col-
leagues to cross the partisan divide, 
enact responsible and reasonable 
health care, stop the attacks on each 
other, roll up your sleeves and do 
something good for the American peo-
ple. We can do it. 

I think if we do that we would get the 
thanks of the American people, rather 
than this partisan rhetoric that gets 
nowhere. 

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

SON of Nebraska). Who yields time? The 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, 
might I inquire as to the time remain-
ing on each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas has 1441⁄2 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I yield to the 
Senator from Texas such time as he 
might require. 

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

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank 
our dear colleague from Arkansas. I 
thank him for his leadership on this 
very important amendment. 

I hope all of my colleagues, no mat-
ter where they stand on this important 
issue, will vote for this amendment. 

I was asked earlier today: Why 
should this amendment be the first 
amendment? This amendment is the 
first amendment because this is an 
amendment that is aimed at helping 
expand coverage in America so more 
Americans have access to health care. 

It is one thing to talk about patients’ 
rights. But what good are these rights 
if you do not have health insurance? 
What good are all these rights we are 
guaranteeing if you do not have access 
to the system? 

This first amendment basically says 
that for the mom-and-pop little busi-
nesses where people have to buy their 
own health insurance because they 
work for themselves—they are self-em-
ployed—they ought to get the same tax 
treatment that General Motors gets. 

Why is this important in this bill? 
This is important in this bill because 
the Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that, at an absolute minimum, 
1.2 million people will lose their health 
insurance because of the cost of this 
bill. 

It seems to me that it is perfectly 
logical that our first amendment ought 
to be trying to do something about 
that problem to assure people have the 
most basic freedom, which is freedom 
to get into the health care market with 
health insurance. I thank my col-
league. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Texas yield for a ques-
tion? 
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Mr. GRAMM. I am not going to yield. 

I am going to speak. When I am fin-
ished, I might be willing to yield. 

I wish to begin by thanking our col-
league from Arkansas for his leader-
ship on this issue. 

I want to cover a lot of issues today. 
I would like to begin with the issue of 
finishing the bill. Let me say that I be-
lieve we have the capacity in the Sen-
ate to reach a compromise. 

I believe we can write a Patients’ Bill 
of Rights that will not cause millions 
of people to lose their health insur-
ance. I believe we can write a Patients’ 
Bill of Rights that will keep the sanc-
tity of contracts. I think we can write 
a Patients’ Bill of Rights that doesn’t 
trample States that already have good, 
viable, working programs. I think we 
can write a Patients’ Bill of Rights 
that will do for people who are under 
employer-sponsored plans what States 
such as Texas and other States have 
done for people who have their health 
insurance purchased directly through 
private health insurance. 

I don’t know whether we will do that 
or not, but I believe we have the capac-
ity to do it. One of the issues that has 
been raised here is the implicit threat 
that we are going to have to finish this 
bill by certain dates or that we are 
going to call off the Fourth of July, or 
we are going to call off Christmas, or 
whatever these threats may be. 

I would like to say this: I don’t have 
any interest in preventing us from 
making decisions on substantive 
issues. But as people hear what I have 
to say on this bill, they are going to 
hear that I feel very strongly about 
this bill. I believe the future of health 
care in America, the quality of care in 
America, and the freedom we have to 
choose our own doctors and our own 
hospitals—all of those things—are 
threatened by this bill, if we do it 
wrong. 

I am willing to work with the major-
ity leader and with the majority, but 
we are not going to be stampeded. We 
may very well be here over the Fourth 
of July, and we may be here over the 
Christmas holidays. But being here is 
one thing and being stampeded is an-
other. And that is not going to happen. 

Let me start sort of at the beginning. 
Why are we so concerned on this side of 
the aisle—and I hope some people on 
the other side of the aisle—about peo-
ple losing their health insurance? Part 
of the reason we are concerned is that 
national polls show, in overwhelming 
numbers, that small businesspeople say 
if they can be sued—and they can be 
sued under the bill that is before us— 
they are going to drop their health in-
surance. 

We do not have a law that requires 
your employer to provide health insur-
ance. That is a decision the employer 
makes based on negotiating with the 
employee and what the employer be-
lieves is in his best interest. 

The great majority of employers try 
to provide health insurance because, 
they care about their employees. They 

want to keep good employees. But 
there is no law that says your em-
ployer, large or small, has to provide 
health insurance. They can cancel it. 

In national poll after national poll, 
we know that businesses, in over-
whelming numbers—especially small 
businesses—say that if you expand this 
liability, and if they can be sued, or if 
the contract can be rewritten, causing 
costs to explode, they are going to can-
cel their insurance policies. What that 
means is, millions of people who have 
health insurance today will not have 
health insurance. 

Why are we so concerned about it? 
Let me talk about a little history be-
cause I think it is important for people 
who are coming in, in the middle of 
this debate to understand how we got 
here. I want to begin with 1989. 

In 1989, we had 33 million Americans 
who did not have private health insur-
ance. When President Clinton was 
elected, he sent to Congress a bill, 
which I have at my desk, the Clinton 
health care bill. The argument of that 
bill was very simple, and that was that 
the problem America faced, with about 
34 million people who did not have pri-
vate health insurance was so over-
whelming that we had to take extraor-
dinary action. And that extraordinary 
action was contained in this bill which 
came to the Congress in 1993. 

What the bill said was: Covering 
these 34 million-plus people was more 
important than patients’ rights, so 
that what we ought to do was make 
every person join an HMO that would 
be established as a Government monop-
oly in each part of the country, and it 
would be run by a panel of local leaders 
and local citizens and local health care 
providers, and that panel would set a 
policy for that region, and there would 
be national coordination. 

In this context, there was not talk of 
a patients’ rights such as we are debat-
ing today. The bill before us today re-
quires that even an employer who has 
two employees has to provide an op-
tion, what is called a point-of-service 
option, to people who may not want to 
go to an HMO. That is provided in this 
bill. 

I want to remind my colleagues that 
in 1993 President Clinton, and those 
who supported him, were so concerned 
about 34 million people not having 
health insurance that they gave no 
point-of-service option. In fact, their 
bill, that was in this Senate Chamber 
in 1993 and 1994, said that if a physician 
in this health care purchasing collec-
tive provided medical care that the 
Federal Government and these local 
commissions believed was inappro-
priate, that physician could be fined 
$10,000. And if the physician took a 
payment from the person receiving the 
health care, for care they thought they 
needed and their doctor thought they 
needed, the physician could be sent to 
prison for 5 years. 

We talk about liability in this bill. 
This bill has, for all practical purposes, 
unlimited ability to sue in State and 

Federal court. The only limit in the 
bill—which I do not think the media 
has ever gotten right in anything writ-
ten—is a limit on contract disputes in 
Federal courts on punitive damages of 
$5 million. 

I am not aware of punitive damages 
being granted on any kind of regular 
basis in a contract dispute anywhere in 
any State in the Union. This bill has 
unlimited liability in the name of pa-
tients’ rights. 

I remind my colleagues, and the 
American people, that in 1993 and in 
1994, many of the same people who are 
for this bill had severe limits on the 
ability to sue, had caps on lawyers’ 
fees, because they were worried about 
34 million people not having health in-
surance. 

We are now 7 years later. What has 
happened in the ensuing 7 years? What 
has happened is that now 42.6 million 
people do not have private health in-
surance. Yet today we have before us a 
bill that, even by the Congressional 
Budget Office estimates, will drive up 
the cost of health care by over 4 per-
cent and will cost 1.2 million people 
private health insurance. 

So why am I concerned about people 
not having health insurance? I am con-
cerned really for two reasons. No. 1, 
the number of people keeps growing. 
This bill, if it is adopted, will make the 
problem far worse. No. 2, if many of the 
people for this bill 7 years ago were 
willing to argue the Government ought 
to take over the health care system, 
and deny health care freedom to every-
body because 34 million people did not 
have health insurance—when 42.6 mil-
lion do not have it now, and we are 
looking at at least 44 million or so not 
having it after this bill passes—does 
anybody doubt that some of these same 
people are going to be back here next 
year, or the next year, saying: My God, 
we have a crisis in the number of peo-
ple who do not have health insurance? 

Maybe we ought to get back out the 
old Clinton health care bill and have 
the Government take over and run the 
health care system. I do not believe 
that this is an idle concern. 

I ask my colleagues, and anybody 
trying to follow this debate, to look at 
this chart because, to me, this chart is 
startling and frightening. 

What this chart does is, it shows the 
right people have to make health care 
decisions. This chart basically takes 
the seven richest and most developed 
countries in the world, and it asks the 
question: What percentage of the popu-
lation get their health care from Gov-
ernment-run programs? And what per-
centage of the population get their 
health care through programs they 
control and they purchased and they 
negotiated? 

These seven developed countries are 
Canada, Italy, Japan, the United King-
dom, France, Germany, and the United 
States. As you can see by looking at 
this chart, by far the freest country in 
the world, in terms of the right of a 
free people to choose their own health 
care, is the United States of America. 
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Sixty-seven percent of health care in 

America is controlled by private citi-
zens; 33 percent of health care in Amer-
ica is controlled by Government. 

The point I want to make is the fol-
lowing: What is the second freest coun-
try in the world in terms of people hav-
ing the ability to choose their own 
health care? The next freest developed 
country in the world is Germany, 
where Government controls 92 percent 
of the health care purchased. 

So I think, when you look at every 
other developed country in the world, 
that one of the things you have to be 
concerned about is America, by far and 
away, has the freest health care system 
in the world, where people make deci-
sions for themselves, and the next 
freest country in the world has Govern-
ment running 92 percent of their health 
care. 

With the exploding cost of health in-
surance through the proliferation of 
lawsuits and frivolous litigation and 
through rising health care costs cost-
ing people their health insurance, there 
is every reason in the world to be con-
cerned about it because we have a lot 
of freedom to lose. And we, quite frank-
ly, are unique among all the developed 
countries in the world in that we have 
a private health care system. Of all the 
other developed countries in the world, 
Canada, Italy, Japan, and the United 
Kingdom have a 100-percent govern-
ment system. In the United Kingdom, 
you can go outside the system and you 
have to pay for health care twice. In 
France, government dominates 99 per-
cent; in Germany, 92 percent; in the 
United States, 67 percent of health care 
decisions are private. 

I am worried about this bill and its 
cost, the litigation and the trampling 
on States that already have workable 
programs, because I don’t want to live 
in a country where government con-
trols 92 or 99 or 100 percent of health 
care. 

As I said when we debated the Clin-
ton health care bill 7 years ago, when 
my momma is sick, I want her to talk 
to a doctor and not some government 
bureaucrat. I still want that. 

Now let me talk about this bill and 
the problems it has. Let me make it 
clear to begin with that I believe these 
problems can be fixed if we work in 
good will. I will pick out several prob-
lems with this bill, and I want to go 
through them in detail because I don’t 
want there to be any doubt about what 
I am talking about. 

What I think we have in this bill is a 
tremendous amount of what I call 
‘‘bait and switch’’ provisions. What do 
I mean by that? I mean that where the 
bill says one thing in one place, where 
it appears that a policy is set, and yet 
when you look further, you find that in 
fact that policy is not set and the bill 
does exactly what it claims it does not 
do. 

I will give you three examples. I have 
blown it up because I want to be sure 
everybody is just looking at the lan-
guage of the bill. The first has to do 

with something that is very hotly de-
bated in America, where, as the public 
listens to both sides of the debate, they 
get the idea that both sides are on 
their side. I want to start with the 
issue of whether or not you can sue an 
employer. 

What is the role of the employer 
here? The role of the employer has to 
do with buying health insurance. 
Sometimes the employer buys it. 
Sometimes the employer enters into a 
partnership with the employee and 
they buy it together. But the question 
is, Should you be able to sue an em-
ployer whose role in the process is buy-
ing health insurance? 

Many of our colleagues here who sup-
port the bill that is before us, the 
McCain-Kennedy-Edwards bill, say it is 
like Texas. This bill is like Texas. Let 
me read to you what Texas law says on 
this issue. Texas law says: 

This chapter does not create any liability 
on the part of an employer, an employer 
group purchasing organization, or a phar-
macy licensed by the State Board of Phar-
macy that purchases coverage or assumes 
risk on behalf of its employees. 

In other words, the Texas law, which 
proponents of this bill say that they 
think is wonderful and they want at 
the Federal level, has an outright total 
exemption of employers under the 
Texas law. Under no circumstance can 
you sue the employer. 

Why did Texas do this? Texas did this 
because they did not want employers, 
especially small employers, to cancel 
health insurance. What does the bill 
before us do? If you listen to the pro-
ponents, it is just like the Texas bill. 
And if you listen to them, you can’t 
sue employers. Let’s just go through 
the language. 

This is the language on page 144: 
‘‘Exclusion of employers and other plan 
sponsors.’’ Boy, that sounds good. And 
then it says: ‘‘Causes of action against 
employers and plan sponsors pre-
cluded.’’ Great. Great. They have pre-
cluded causes of action against em-
ployers and plan sponsors. Read on. 

Subject to subparagraph (B)— 

That ought to make you suspicious 
right there— 
paragraph (1)(A) does not authorize a cause 
of action against an employer or other plan 
sponsor maintaining the plan (or against an 
employee of such an employer or sponsor 
acting within the scope of employment). 

Hallelujah. Just like the Texas plan. 
There is only one problem. It does not 
stop there. It goes on to the next para-
graph. You get to this paragraph (B), 
on which I said you had better watch 
out because there is already a caveat. 
What does paragraph (B) say? Para-
graph (B) says: 

Certain causes of action permitted—Not-
withstanding subparagraph (A), a cause of 
action may arise against an employer or 
other plan sponsor. . . . 

And then it goes on for several pages 
talking about when you can and can’t 
sue an employer. 

Compare that with what is done in 
Texas. In Texas you can’t sue the em-

ployer. Here we have a classic case of 
bait and switch. The bait is, they say 
you can’t sue the employer. And then 
they say, notwithstanding that you 
can’t sue the employer, you can sue the 
employer. This bill is full of these bait- 
and-switch provisions. 

Let me give another example. I want 
to make it clear this is not just an 
outlier where I just found one little 
provision of the bill that looks very 
suspicious. The next one has to do with 
exhaustion of external review. 

What is the question here? The ques-
tion is, Have you ever seen anybody get 
healed in a courthouse? I have seen 
people healed in hospitals, doctors’ of-
fices, clinics. I have even seen people 
healed in tent revivals. But I have 
never, ever seen anybody healed in a 
courthouse. I have never seen a lawyer 
heal anybody. I am sure they have. 
They may have become a doctor and 
done it. 

But what is this issue about? This 
issue is the following: We have set up 
in both bills—everybody agrees, or 
they say they agree—that you ought to 
have an external appeal where you say, 
No, I think I need this service; and 
then your doctor looks at it and says 
yes or no; and then if you don’t agree, 
you get to go before a doctor panel 
that is made up of doctors who are 
independent of the HMO, and then they 
make a decision; and if you are still 
dissatisfied, then you can go to the 
courthouse. 

But everybody claims that they want 
to have you go through this appeals 
process at the hospital before you go to 
try to get cured at the courthouse. And 
we have all kinds of provisions that 
say, if you are really sick, this external 
review process has to occur, in some 
cases, immediately. 

Now the proponents of this bill say 
you have to go through external re-
view. That is what they say. And sure 
enough, if you look at their bill on 
page 150, it sure looks as if they say it. 

They say ‘‘Requirement of Exhaus-
tion’’—sounds like exhaustion. You 
have to go through the process. ‘‘In 
General’’—notice right away you get 
the key: 

In General.—Except as provided in this 
paragraph, a cause of action may not be 
brought under paragraph (1) in connection 
with any denial of a claim for benefits of any 
individual until all administrative processes 
under sections 102 and 103 of the Bipartisan 
Patient Protection Act of 2001 (if applicable) 
have been exhausted. 

In other words, they are saying here 
on page 150 that you have to go 
through internal and external review; 
no ifs, ands, or buts about it. Right? 
Well, no, it is not right. It is right on 
page 150. But then on page 151, they 
say: 

In General.—The requirements of subpara-
graph (A)— 

That is this exhaustion paragraph— 
shall not apply in any case . . . 

And then they go on and set up a cir-
cumstance whereby you do not have to 
go through external review. Now, I 
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raised this a week ago and they 
changed it, but they still didn’t fix it. 

Here is the point. I understand part 
of what we do here is score points in 
debating, but how do you defend a bill 
that, on page 150, says you have to go 
through external review before you go 
to the courthouse; and then on page 151 
it says the requirements of subpara-
graph (A) shall not apply, and then it 
goes into the circumstance whereby 
you can go to court and make various 
claims? 

Now, it doesn’t end there. Here is an-
other one. Boy, this is as fundamental 
as you can be in health care. The ques-
tion is a simple question. I have a 
standard option Blue Cross/Blue Shield 
policy, and 40 million people have the 
same policy I have. I could have gotten 
a better policy. I could have gotten the 
upscale Blue Cross/Blue Shield, but I 
and my family are pretty healthy, and 
I looked at the cost of the Blue Cross/ 
Blue Shield premium policy, and I 
looked at the standard option policy, 
and I looked at the low option policy, 
and I decided standard option is what I 
want. That is what I paid for, and Blue 
Cross/Blue Shield gave me a contract. 
Now, that contract is binding today. 

But there is a question here. Is the 
contract binding in the bill that is be-
fore us? If you have listened to our col-
leagues who are for this bill, they say 
it is binding. Contracts are binding in 
court—binding under law. When you 
sign a contract, the contract is bind-
ing. Sure enough, if you look at their 
bill on page 35, it sure looks like con-
tracts are binding. It says: ‘‘No Cov-
erage For Excluded Benefits.’’ 

In other words, if your contract says 
we only pay for 60 days in the hospital 
for mental illness, then if you are in 
the hospital the 61st day, you have to 
pay for it. I have all kinds of provisions 
like that in my Blue Cross/Blue Shield 
standard option plan. 

Then under this wonderful headline, 
you read: 

No Coverage For Excluded Benefits.—Noth-
ing in this subsection shall be construed to 
permit an independent medical reviewer to 
require that a group health plan, or health 
insurance issuer offering health insurance 
coverage, provide coverage for items or serv-
ices for which benefits are specifically ex-
cluded or expressly limited under the plan or 
coverage in the plain language of the plan 
document. 

That sounds about as clear as it can 
be. If your plan says you only get 60 
days for mental illness in the hospital, 
or if your plan says we don’t cover 
heart and lung transplants, then this 
language is as clear as the morning sun 
that they are not covered. But read on. 
After having said: 

Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued to permit an independent medical re-
viewer to require that a group health plan, 
or health insurance issuer offering health in-
surance coverage, provide coverage for items 
or services for which benefits are specifically 
excluded or expressly limited . . . 

It then goes on to say: 
. . . except to the extent that the application 
or interpretation of the exclusion or limita-

tion involves a determination described in 
paragraph (2). 

Where is paragraph (2)? Paragraph 
(2), as it turns out, is 2 pages back. In 
fact, I want to be sure the Presiding Of-
ficer, among others, hears this. Let me 
do it one more time. On page 35 of this 
bill, it says in language as clear as the 
morning sun: ‘‘No coverage for ex-
cluded benefits.’’ In other words, your 
contract excludes more than 60 days in 
the hospital for mental illness, or it 
says it doesn’t cover heart and lung 
transplants. It is excluded. It goes 
down here and says: 

Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued to permit an independent medical re-
viewer to require that a group health plan, 
or health insurance issuer offering health in-
surance coverage, provide coverage for items 
or services for which benefits are specifically 
excluded or expressly limited under the plan 
or coverage in plain language of the plan 
document . . . 

Then it has the big word, ‘‘except’’. 
. . . except to the extent that the application 
or interpretation of the exclusion or limita-
tion involves a determination described in 
paragraph (2). 

Where is paragraph (2)? As it turns 
out, paragraph (2) is on page 33. Para-
graph (2), on page 33, has ‘‘Medically 
Reviewable Decisions.’’ So you can’t 
require them to provide services be-
yond those enumerated in the contract, 
except where you have got a medically 
reviewable decision. 

The second part of paragraph (2) is 
‘‘Denials Based On Medical Necessity 
and Appropriateness.’’ In other words, 
what this bill does, in the clearest pos-
sible way, is a bait and switch. The 
bait and switch is on line 14 of page 35, 
where it tells you contracts are bind-
ing. And then you get to the ‘‘except.’’ 
When you go to look at the exception, 
it is anything that is medically review-
able and anything that the panel de-
cides is medically necessary. 

Now, why does that matter? Don’t we 
really want people to be in the hospital 
longer than 60 days if they need to be? 
Or if they need a heart or long trans-
plant, don’t we want them to have it? 
Here is the point. When I negotiated 
my standard option Blue Cross/Blue 
Shield, I got the policy that I thought 
best suited me based on my family’s 
needs and my ability to pay. 

Now, if you are going to come back 
and say that Blue Cross/Blue Shield 
has to provide me services even if they 
are excluded in the contract and if a 
medical reviewer decides that I need 
them, what is that going to do to the 
cost of the standard option Blue Cross/ 
Blue Shield policy? 

The cost of health insurance is going 
to explode in America because con-
tracts do not mean anything, and when 
contracts do not mean anything we all 
have to pay higher prices, and some 
people lose their health insurance. I am 
not going to lose my health insurance. 
I am a Senator. My wife is successful 
and works. I am not going to have to 
give up my health insurance. So when 
my policy goes up $1,000 or $2,000, I am 
not going to lose my health insurance. 

But how many people working in 
America are going to lose their health 
insurance? What happens to cost when 
contracts are not binding, when med-
ical reviewers can say: I know your 
contract said that you have only 60 
days for mental care, but this patient 
needs more. And so they have to pro-
vide it. That is wonderful for that pa-
tient, but what it means is we all have 
to pay higher prices, and some people 
lose their health insurance. 

I do not want to stretch the analogy 
too far. This is not the Clinton health 
care bill that is before us. I personally 
believe we can work these things out 
and fix them, but there is one element 
where this bill is like the Kennedy 
health care bill we debated 7 years ago. 

The Kennedy health care bill was im-
mensely popular. There were 77 cospon-
sors. It looked about as certain as 
Christmas was going to come or we 
were going to be off for the Fourth of 
July recess that the Clinton health 
care bill was going to become law. 
Guess what happened. We debated it 
about 2 weeks and people discovered 
what was in it, and they decided they 
did not want it. 

This bill is full of provisions that 
were written by clever lawyers that ap-
pear to do things they do not do. We 
could go a long way toward working 
out a compromise by simply saying: Do 
we mean contracts to be binding or 
not? If we do, take all that language 
out and say contracts are binding. If 
we mean you ought to be able to sue 
employers, say you can sue employers. 
If you do not think you ought to sue 
them, say you should not be able to sue 
them, but do not try to have it both 
ways. 

I want to talk now about preempting 
States. I have never been one who be-
lieved States were perfect. People have 
this habit of thinking because I am 
from Texas and Texas was involved in 
the Civil War on what some people call 
a States rights issue—there were a lot 
of other issues involved, several of 
which we were just flat wrong on. 
There were some elements of States 
rights, but, look, just because I am 
from Texas and from the South does 
not mean I believe States are right on 
everything and the Federal Govern-
ment is wrong on everything. I pick 
and choose based on what I think 
works best. 

There is something in this bill that is 
terribly unworkable and egotistical. 
This bill says it does not matter if Ar-
kansas, Nevada, Nebraska, and Texas 
have written programs for a Patients’ 
Bill of Rights, and most States have. It 
does not matter how well their system 
is working. It does not matter how 
happy they are with it. In fact, pro-
ponents of this bill constantly say look 
how great the program is working in 
Texas. It is just great. Then they say 
their bill is the same. I think I have 
demonstrated it is not the same. Even 
if it was, they then would say: Wait a 
minute. We think it is great, but we 
want our program to override it. This 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:41 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6569 June 21, 2001 
is my point: Do we really believe we 
know what is better for Texas than 
they know for themselves? 

What I want to do is, if States have 
adopted their own program and it is 
working well for them, their legisla-
ture, and their Governor, look at our 
program and look at theirs and say: 
Ours is working well; we like our provi-
sion to guarantee people, for example, 
on the right to sue employers; we like 
our provision that says you cannot sue 
them instead of your provision that 
says you cannot but you can. 

What I want to do somewhere during 
this debate is say if the States are 
happy, if they have adopted a plan—it 
does not have to be exactly the same as 
the Federal Government as long as it is 
a comprehensive program and they are 
satisfied with it—why can’t Texas say 
to the Federal Government, why can’t 
Nebraska say to the Federal Govern-
ment: We really appreciate you looking 
out after us, but we have already done 
it ourselves. We want to do our plan. 
Our plan is different in three of the 10 
different areas, but it is a comprehen-
sive plan and we want to have our own 
plan. 

Why can’t Nebraska do that? Why 
can’t Texas do it? Why does there have 
to be one size fits all? I do not think 
there has to be, but if you look at this 
bill, they claim in this bill that States 
can operate their own program, but the 
only way they can operate their own 
program is for the legislature to go 
back and adopt this bill as State law. 
So is that their program? I do not 
think so. 

This is forcing States to do it our 
way when, quite frankly, in my State— 
I cannot speak for Nebraska or Arkan-
sas—but in my State, I know in my 
State our plan is better than the bill 
that is before us. I want States to have 
the right to opt to do it themselves, to 
opt out. That is very important. 

There are a lot of other issues in 
here, and I am afraid there has been so 
much focus on liability, so much focus 
on lawsuits and, boy, there is reason to 
be concerned about them, that people 
forget all these other issues. 

I want to pick out one more. I have 
spoken a long time, but this is an im-
portant bill. I want to talk about some-
thing that just does not look too bad 
on the surface, but when you get right 
down to it, it is bad. 

There is a provision in this bill which 
has been in every Patients’ Bill of 
Rights that has been considered in 
Congress, and that is a provision that 
is a prudent layperson standard. If I be-
lieve I am sick and I might die or I 
might be permanently hurt, I have the 
right to go to the hospital, and they 
have to treat me and my HMO has to 
pay for it. 

Needless to say, since these bills 
started passing in the States, what do 
you think has happened with the will-
ingness of hospitals to negotiate in ad-
vance with HMOs about paying for 
emergency care? Do you think they 
have negotiated more or less? 

This headline is from an article from 
the American Medical Association, 
Medical News, ‘‘Patients Bypassing 
Primary Doctors for Emergency Care.’’ 

The article says: 
With the growth of prudent layperson laws 

and other pressures, health plans are back-
ing off from strict limits on visits to emer-
gency departments. 

It goes on to explain it is six times as 
expensive to provide health care in the 
emergency room as it is in the doctors 
office, outpatient clinic, or hospital, 
and that we are having an explosion of 
the use of emergency rooms. 

In this bill, not only do we have the 
prudent layperson standard which no 
one opposes, but we have a brand new 
provision which has been pushed by 
emergency room physicians who have 
lobbied for this provision, and in a bill 
that is supposed to be about patients, 
we have a great big special interest 
provision. 

The provision basically says that if I, 
as a prudent layperson, go to the emer-
gency room, I have to be treated. These 
hospitals have stopped negotiating in 
advance with HMOs because they know 
they will get paid whatever they 
charge. 

But this bill goes one step further. It 
is living proof of how everything ulti-
mately gets infected with special inter-
ests. In addition to treating the patient 
for the emergency room problem, this 
bill has a provision that allows the 
emergency room to give 
poststabilization care. Then it has a 
trigger that says, if, within an hour, 
the HMO does not get back to the 
emergency room to give the direction 
as to whether the person having now 
been treated for the emergency prob-
lem should go to the doctor’s office, go 
to the hospital, go to outpatient care, 
or go back into their HMO, then the 
emergency room poststabilization care 
can be provided. 

Why in the world would we want to 
put poststabilization care into the 
emergency room when costs are sky-
rocketing and it is six times as expen-
sive in the emergency room as it is 
anywhere else? Why would such a pro-
vision be in a bill? It is in the bill be-
cause emergency room doctors wanted 
it in the bill. 

When we debated the Clinton health 
care bill, one of the big arguments was 
they were going to get medical care 
out of the emergency room. So they 
got all kinds of restrictions where the 
health care purchasing collectives are 
going to decide what is really emer-
gency room care. That was then. 

Now we have a requirement that says 
an HMO or a health plan has to pay not 
just for emergency care but 
poststabilization care potentially in 
the emergency room. That provision 
ought to come out. That makes no 
sense. That is not in the public inter-
est. 

To sum up, we want an opportunity, 
and we will insist on an opportunity to 
debate every one of these issues. It 
may be we decide we want to put more 

health care in the emergency room and 
drive up health insurance costs and let 
the chips fall where they may and let 
millions of people lose health insur-
ance. But we are going to vote on it. It 
may be that we decide we want to be 
able to force people to provide health 
care that is specifically excluded, enu-
merated, in their contract that is not 
covered. But we are going to debate it 
and we are going to vote on it. It may 
be we decide we want to sue employ-
ers—I cannot imagine why we would 
want to do that, and this bill does it— 
and we may decide we want to do it, 
but we are going to vote on it. 

Everybody who says they think the 
Texas plan is so great, we will give 
them a chance to vote on the Texas 
plan of exempting employers and doing 
it in a lot of different ways. 

I believe if we asked the American 
people if they were for a Patient’s Bill 
of Rights, they would say yes. In fact, 
they have them in most States in the 
Union in an overwhelming number. If 
we asked, in my State, would they 
rather stay under the Texas plan or 
come under the national plan, I think 
the great majority of our people would 
say: We are doing great; leave us alone. 

If people knew what was in this bill, 
I think they would not be for it. There 
was a reason the Founding Fathers es-
tablished the Senate under the rules 
they did. Some may remember when 
the Constitution was written, Jefferson 
was in France. He was Minister to 
France. When he came back, he went to 
Mount Vernon. The Constitution had 
been written. He came home from 
France and went to Mount Vernon and 
he met with Washington. He asked 
Washington: What is the Senate for? 

The purpose of the House was clear. 
But why two bodies? Washington used 
the example of pouring tea into the cup 
and pouring it into the saucer to cool 
and pouring it back in the cup and 
drinking. He said there will be the heat 
of passion that will catch up the House 
of Representatives, and under their 
structure, elected every 2 years, that 
passion will react to the public passion. 
But the Senate will be the saucer in 
which the cold logic of reason will pre-
vail. 

One of the reasons we are not going 
to be stampeded is that I am absolutely 
convinced, when examined in the cold 
light of day, when people look at the 
logic of this bill, they are going to de-
cide this bill needs to be improved. The 
good news is it can be improved. The 
good news is we could write a bill for 
which 90 Members of the Senate could 
vote. But we are not going to write 
such a bill until we get every part of it 
out in the open, until people under-
stand it, until we know these provi-
sions mean exactly what they say. And 
we are going to have to make funda-
mental decisions. There will be a lot of 
heartburn. 

Some people are going to want to sue 
employers, but they will want people 
to think they are exempting employ-
ers. We are not going to have it both 
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ways. Members have to decide. There 
will be some who want to say in Texas, 
Nebraska—we will let you have your 
own program; on the other hand, they 
want to vote for a bill that makes you 
go under the government program. You 
cannot do it both ways. We will have a 
vote. Members have to make that fun-
damental decision. 

That is what this debate is about. 
Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Senator for 

his statement. 
The Senator is speaking on behalf of 

the Hutchinson-Bond amendment 
which allows deductibility of health in-
surance premiums for self-employed 
people. I ask the Senator if the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD is correct, the 
RECORD of May 23, 2001, in which it an-
nounces the Senator from Texas, Mr. 
PHIL GRAMM, is one of the conferees on 
the tax bill that was recently consid-
ered and passed, the conference com-
mittee which removed the same provi-
sion we are now debating from the bill? 
In other words, the amendment the 
Senator has spoken on, you were on the 
conference that removed that protec-
tion from the tax bill. For the record, 
was the Senator one of those conferees 
who removed that? 

Mr. GRAMM. Let me reclaim my 
time and say not only, for the record, 
was I one of the people who put the 
provision into the bill, I was a con-
feree. I was for the House provision 
that lowered the marginal rate to 33 
percent. One might ask why I voted for 
a bill that lowered it only to 35 per-
cent? I was for numerous provisions 
that did not get into the final bill. How 
did that happen? How that happened 
was we had $1.35 trillion. The House 
had a bill, $1.6 trillion. I wanted $1.6 
trillion. The Senator from Illinois 
voted against it. As a result, we had to 
make decisions about how to live with-
in the budget we had. 

Now, I am for this provision. I can 
show the Senator on record a dozen 
times I voted for it. 

The point is, are we for it or are we 
against it? I will State right now, un-
less God pauses my hand, I will vote for 
it. If I am a conferee, I will vote to 
keep it in this bill. 

I don’t know how the Senator will 
vote on this amendment. How is the 
Senator going to vote? 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Senator for 
asking that question because my 
amendment that was offered to the tax 
bill, adopted in the Senate, and then 
the conference committee the Senator 
from Texas sat on, removed my amend-
ment, the same one being offered today 
on the bill. 

When the bill was $1.3 trillion in tax 
relief, as a member of the conference, 
you couldn’t find $2 billion to help the 
people we are talking about today. In-
stead, you are offering a Patients’ Bill 
of Rights. 

I think that raises an interesting 
question. 

Mr. GRAMM. How is the Senator 
going to vote on this amendment? 

Mr. DURBIN. I will vote on the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. And we know 
this amendment should not be in it be-
cause it is a tax provision. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I am a 
little bit confused listening to the Sen-
ator. He sound as if he is for the provi-
sion. It is kind of bait and switch. He 
seems to be chiding me in that I was 
not the dictator of the conference and 
I couldn’t do everything exactly as I 
wanted. Thank God, we are going to 
have another chance at 5:30 to make 
this right. I am going to vote on the 
right side. I want everybody to know I 
am for this amendment. We need this 
amendment because the bill before us 
is one that costs, at a minimum, 1.2 
million people their health insurance. 
Shouldn’t we be trying to help more 
people get health insurance? 

One final point, and then I will stop. 
We use this cost figure of 4.2 percent 

that the bill before us is going to im-
pose on everybody who owns health in-
surance. Where does that number come 
from? The plain truth is, that number 
is made up by the Congressional Budg-
et Office. Here is what they assumed. 

They assumed that 60 percent of the 
cost of health care going up will be 
borne by the employer; that they will 
just pay it, absorb it, and will not re-
spond to it. Then 40 percent will be 
borne by the employees, who will end 
up getting lower wages. In fact, in this 
bill receipts to Social Security fall off 
because wages fall off by $55 billion. 

The plain truth is the Congressional 
Budget Office, in adding up the cost of 
this bill, basically assumed that no em-
ployer will cancel health insurance be-
cause of this rising cost. 

When you ask the Congressional 
Budget Office, When you were doing 
this estimate, did you happen to see 
this language where actually things 
that are excluded in the contract could 
be covered and the insurance company 
could be forced to pay for it, did you 
note that? guess what. They didn’t see 
it. 

When you ask them, On the question 
of excluding employers, you probably 
saw the big headline that said they 
couldn’t be sued, but did you read on 
and see, ‘‘Notwithstanding subpara-
graph A, a cause of action may arise 
against an employer’’? guess what? No-
where in their estimate did they show 
that they caught the bait and switch. 

Here is my point. We are talking 
about a 4.2-percent increase in costs. 
We are taking a national figure—not 
from the Congressional Budget Office— 
that 300,000 people per 1 percent are 
losing their health insurance. But all 
of that is assuming that businesses— 
especially small businesses—don’t just 
cancel their health insurance because 
they are worried about being sued. 

One of the things I am fearful of—and 
it never does you much good around 
here to say I told you so, and, quite 
frankly, I don’t like to do it—but I am 
afraid that 3 or 4 years from now mil-
lions of people will have lost their 
health insurance because of this bill if 
we don’t fix it. 

One of the ways to start fixing it is 
this amendment by the Senator from 
Arkansas. If you are for it, if you think 
self-employed people ought to be able 
to buy their insurance with pretax dol-
lars just as General Motors does, then 
you are going to vote for this amend-
ment. If you do not think so, you are 
going to vote against it. I think so. 
And I am for it. 

I thank the Chair for the Chair’s tol-
erance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

I asked the Senator from Texas if he 
was on the conference because it raises 
an interesting point. The amendment 
which has been filed on the floor today 
would allow individuals to deduct the 
cost of their health insurance if they 
are self-employed—small businesses 
and family farmers—100-percent de-
ductibility. It is something that is not 
only right and fair, but it is something 
that is already available if you work 
for a corporation. 

It is a position I have supported 
throughout my congressional career in 
the House and in the Senate. It is a 
provision I feel so strongly about that 
I offered it as an amendment to the tax 
bill a month ago at a time when we had 
$1.3 trillion to give away in tax breaks. 
I said, For goodness’ sake, let’s do 
something about health insurance for 
the self-employed, for small businesses, 
and for farmers. It was adopted on the 
floor of the Senate. It then went into 
this misty world of a conference com-
mittee, of which the Senator from 
Texas was a nominal conferee. I don’t 
know if he was at this meeting when it 
got into the room and was controlled 
by the Republicans. This same provi-
sion was removed from the tax bill. 

The Senator from Texas said there 
just wasn’t enough money to go 
around. The tax bill gave 40 percent of 
its benefits to people making over 
$300,000 a year. They are arguing today 
that they didn’t have enough money to 
help a small businessman trying to pay 
for insurance for himself and his spouse 
and for his employees. They did not 
have enough money to take care of 
every family farmer struggling to pay 
their health insurance. 

It raises a question of credibility, for 
you see what happened was this: This 
amendment before us today has been 
filed in the Senate. This is the amend-
ment which was filed on the tax bill. It 
is identical. What did the Republican 
majority do with this amendment on 
the tax bill? They filed it as well. That 
was the end of that amendment. 

Now they come to us today and say 
this is what health care is really all 
about. A month ago they weren’t for it. 
A month ago, when they were in con-
trol of the situation with $1.3 trillion, 
they couldn’t find $2 billion to take 
care of this problem. But today they 
have religion. Today they bring us the 
amendment. Why this conversion? Why 
this newfound faith in this issue? 
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Let’s get down to the bottom line. 

What is this debate really about? 
This Patients’ Bill of Rights has been 

buried in a committee by the health in-
surance industry. They do not want it 
to come to the floor. They don’t want 
it to pass. They do not want to say 
that doctors and nurses and hospitals 
make medical decisions. The health in-
surance industry wants to continue to 
make the decisions. And it was buried 
in committee until 2 weeks ago when 
control of the Senate Chamber 
changed. 

When TOM DASCHLE became majority 
leader, he announced that the first 
item on the agenda for the Democrats 
was to bring this bill out of committee, 
put it on the floor, debate it, and vote 
on it. That wasn’t even on the Repub-
lican agenda. Now it is before us, and 
they are trying to find everything 
under God’s heaven to stop this bill. So 
they have come up with this. 

They want to put a tax provision in 
this bill—a provision which they 
canned in conference just a month ago. 
Now they want to revive it and stick it 
on this bill, hoping it will bog down 
with budgetary objections and bog 
down in the Finance Committee and in 
the Ways and Means Committee which 
has jurisdiction. They want to stop 
this bill. They cannot stand the 
thought that these health insurance 
companies might lose. They are argu-
ing that it really isn’t about the rights 
of individuals under health insurance, 
it is really about deductibility of 
health insurance premiums on our 
taxes. Well, it isn’t. 

That is an important issue. It is one 
I have believed in for as long as I have 
been in Congress. 

This debate is equally if not more im-
portant. It is a question about whether 
or not your doctor can make medical 
decisions for you and your family or 
whether his or her decision will be 
overridden by an insurance company 
clerk with a high school education 1,000 
miles away. 

That is the real world, my friends. 
That is what is happening across Amer-
ica. I can give you chapter and verse in 
Illinois. Every one of my colleagues 
can join me. 

The second issue is one that really 
strikes at the heart of it. The Repub-
licans can’t stand the thought and the 
possibility that health insurance com-
panies will be held accountable for 
their misconduct. We are held account-
able. Individuals, families, businesses, 
and corporations in America can be 
brought into court if they are guilty of 
wrongdoing. But there is one privileged 
class in America. There is one special 
royalty in America—that business, 
HMOs and health insurance. 

When they deny you coverage under 
your health insurance policy, when 
they do not let you in the hospital and 
they are wrong, and you come away 
permanently disabled, or someone in 
your family dies, they cannot be 
hauled into court and held account-
able. 

This bipartisan bill which we support 
would bring them to court and hold 
them accountable, as every other busi-
ness in America is held accountable. 
And the Republicans can’t stand it. So 
they have come with this amendment 
to the floor. They want to divert our 
attention from things they forgot 
about a month ago. They know better. 

We ought to defeat this amendment 
and pass this legislation. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, how much 
time is left under Senator KENNEDY’s 
designation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifteen 
minutes. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the vote in the 
morning be scheduled at 10:30 a.m. 
rather than 11 a.m. pursuant to the 
previous unanimous consent agree-
ment. 

Mr. President, I further ask unani-
mous consent—Senator HUTCHINSON 
has the last 15 minutes of the debate— 
that Senator MCCAIN have 7 minutes 
prior to his 15 minutes prior to the 5:30 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is that 
time to come from Senator MCCAIN’s 
time or Senator KENNEDY’s time? 

Mr. REID. The time controlled by 
Senator DASCHLE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Who yields time? 
The Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 

think it is unfortunate if we allow the 
debate—legitimate debate on legiti-
mate issues—on this bill to degenerate 
into finger pointing and partisan accu-
sations that one party or another does 
not favor patients’ rights, does not 
care about people, that there is some 
insidious plot to bury a Patients’ Bill 
of Rights. 

The reality is, over the last 2 years 
there have been over 20 votes in this 
Senate Chamber on versions of the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. There has been 
plenty of debate and scores of votes. 

So to say that somehow this Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights legislation has 
been hidden, buried in a committee and 
not been allowed to have free and open 
debate on it and to be amended and de-
bated in this Senate Chamber is simply 
to mislead the American people and to 
mislead the Senate. 

We have debated this. I have spent a 
year myself on the conference com-
mittee trying diligently to reach a con-
sensus, at least a compromise, so we 
could have a Patients’ Bill of Rights 
that would serve the American people. 

I think it is very unfortunate when 
we start judging motivations and judg-
ing individuals as to what they want to 
do. I know the Presiding Officer has his 
own concerns about portions of the 
Kennedy-McCain bill. Those are legiti-
mate concerns. People may agree or 
disagree on various aspects, but to 
point the finger and say that there is 
some kind of partisan plot to bury a 
bill or to be the ally of any particular 

industry—I will speak for one Senator; 
and I think I speak for a lot on my side 
of the aisle—I want a Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. I want a good one. I want one 
that will provide protections for those 
who do not have those protections 
today. I want to have respect for 
States that have already acted upon it, 
but I believe we have a responsibility 
to act on the Federal level. 

I hope we have a bill, but I do not 
want to pass a bill that, in the words of 
the Senator from Texas, plays a bait- 
and-switch game, where it says it is 
doing one thing and then has an excep-
tion, where it says here is the rule and 
then comes back with an exception to 
the rule that consumes the rule itself. 
So let’s have an honest debate. Let’s 
avoid judging one another’s motiva-
tions. At least I hope that will charac-
terize more of the remaining debate. 

My colleagues seem to equate ac-
countability with getting to court, 
that the only way an insurance com-
pany can be held accountable is if you 
have the right to sue them, and sue 
them immediately. There are those of 
us who think—and I am one of them— 
lawsuits are not necessarily the best 
way to resolve a dispute. That is why 
an internal appeal is an appropriate 
step, an external appeal is a right proc-
ess, and that only at the point that 
those appeals are exhausted should 
there be a right to go to court to re-
dress a wrong. I think if we have that 
kind of restrained appeals process, we 
will minimize the amount of lawsuits 
that are necessary. 

This is a legitimate debate, but we 
need not say that anyone is using 
cheap tricks, ploys, or that there is 
some kind of insidious effort to derail 
the Patients’ Bill of Rights. 

One of the critical issues in this bill 
is how much we are going to increase 
costs and how many people are going 
to lose their insurance. How many 
small businesses are going to say: I 
can’t afford to do it anymore? Exactly 
how many people are going to join the 
ranks of the uninsured? What kind of 
impact is it going to have? Those are 
real questions. 

So there can be no amendment more 
relevant than the amendment that is 
before us; and that is one that, most 
assuredly, by all who assess its impact, 
will decrease the number of the unin-
sured, will take those who are cur-
rently in the ranks of the self-em-
ployed who cannot afford to buy insur-
ance and enable them to do it. 

This is very relevant. This whole blue 
slip statement, in my opinion, is a red 
herring. You are either for it or not. 
You are either for giving 100-percent 
deductibility or you are not. You say 
we should have done it in the tax bill. 
I would have liked us to have done a 
lot more things in that tax bill. 

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

Mr. HUTCHINSON. No. I am giving a 
statement right now. I ask the Sen-
ator, is this for a UC? 

Mr. KENNEDY. No, just for a ques-
tion. 
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Mr. HUTCHINSON. I am glad to 

yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I listened to the Sen-

ator talk about the increased costs and 
how that would translate—— 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
yield on the Senator’s time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 11⁄2 
minutes. 

You say with the increased costs 
there is an increasing number of people 
who will lose their health insurance. 

Last year there was a 9-percent in-
crease in premiums. I would like to ask 
the Senator: Where was the decrease in 
the number of the uninsured? To the 
contrary, the figures show there are 
more people who are uninsured. So I 
have difficulty in accepting that. 

This year the HMOs have already 
said the premiums are going up 10 per-
cent, even without this. So under that 
assumption, that would mean 5 million 
more people who will be uninsured. 
There were 4 million last year; 5 mil-
lion now. 

I do not see where the facts are to 
support your position. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Reclaiming my 
time, I say to Senator KENNEDY, you 
are not arguing with me; you are argu-
ing with objective studies that indicate 
that with every 1 percent—— 

Mr. KENNEDY. Not CBO. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Every 1-percent 

increase in insurance premium costs 
equates to about 300,000 people losing 
their insurance. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If I could have 15 sec-
onds of my own time, that is not what 
CBO or OMB have said. In fact, in spe-
cifically studying the costs of this, 
they have indicated, where you are 
going to have these kinds of protec-
tions, you might have greater numbers 
of people covered, rather than less. 

Now, you may be able to find some 
economist someplace who can cook 
some numbers, but according to OMB 
and CBO—which we use around here— 
they do not support the Senator’s 
statement. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, re-
claiming my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. It is the Lewin 
study that came out with those statis-
tics. I think it has been borne out over 
time that, in fact, as premiums go up, 
the rates of the uninsured go up. While 
you may find a slight blip of it going 
down over the past year, if you look 
back over the course of the last 5 
years, the last 10 years, the number of 
uninsured have dramatically increased 
in this country as premiums have in-
creased. 

I think it defies logic—I do not be-
lieve it is going to sell with the Amer-
ican people—that increased costs are 
not going to result in more people 
being in the ranks of the uninsured. 
That, to me, not only is borne out by 
studies, but is borne out by practical 
experience. As costs go up, more people 
are unable to afford insurance. And it 
is the Congressional Budget Office that 

has said the Kennedy-McCain bill will, 
at the least, increase premiums by an 
additional 4.2 percent, in addition to 
premium increases that are occurring 
naturally with medical care inflation. 

So I will leave that to my colleagues 
to make their own conclusions as to 
whether higher prices on premiums, 
higher prices on insurance, will not, in 
fact, result in more people going into 
the ranks of the uninsured. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to add Senator CONRAD BURNS as a 
cosponsor of the amendment. 

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

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a unanimous consent request? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I am glad to 
yield. 

Mr. REID. Since we entered the 
agreement, I have had a number of re-
quests on this side. We have 131⁄2 min-
utes left on this side prior to the de-
bate that will begin with your final re-
marks. 

So I ask unanimous consent that the 
131⁄2 minutes, rather than the 7 min-
utes, prior to your 15 minutes, be the 
time that the Democrats will use to 
close their phase of this debate. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I have no objec-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has 13 min-
utes 13 seconds. 

Mr. REID. But he was given 11⁄2 min-
utes. So 15 minutes, minus 11⁄2 minutes, 
is 131⁄2 minutes. But anyway, whatever, 
we would give Senator KENNEDY that 
final time. We would go 2 minutes to 
Senator KENNEDY, 2 to Senator DURBIN, 
and 21⁄2 minutes, or whatever is remain-
ing, for Senator EDWARDS. 

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

Mr. REID. Thank you, Mr. President. 
I thank Senator HUTCHINSON. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 

know on our side we have a number of 
other Senators who want to speak on 
this amendment. I will be glad to yield 
to them as they come to the floor. I be-
lieve Senator VOINOVICH will be in the 
Chamber in a few moments. 

But let me just pick up on a few 
points that Mr. GRAMM, the Senator 
from Texas, made during his speech. I 
think what we need, during the course 
of the debate on this bill, is the kind of 
careful analysis that Professor GRAMM 
brings to this issue. I think as Mem-
bers of the Senate actually read this 
bill, as the American people hear the 
contents of the bill and hear the kind 
of passionate expression and concern 
for a Patients’ Bill of Rights in gen-
eral, it will give way to concern about 
the impact that the bill itself would 
have. 

So the Senator from Texas called it 
bait and switch. It could also be called 
the exceptions swallow the rule. 

Let me review some of those exam-
ples where the exception swallows the 
rule. On page 35 of the bill, paragraph 
(C), ‘‘No coverage for excluded bene-
fits.’’ The point in that very plain 

statement is that the contract is to be 
sacred. It is to be honored. The con-
tract means what it says. That state-
ment, though, doesn’t mean what it 
says, ‘‘no coverage for excluded bene-
fits.’’ If you turn to page 36, at the top 
of the page, it says, ‘‘except to the ex-
tent that the application or interpreta-
tion of the exclusion or limitation in-
volves a determination described in 
paragraph (2).’’ So this is one of the ex-
amples in the area of excluded benefits. 

Paragraph (2) on page 33 includes 
anything that is a medically review-
able decision. So, in fact, the exception 
does swallow up the rule. Anything 
that is a medically reviewable deci-
sion—in other words, when you go to 
the independent review panel, they 
have virtually carte blanche in over-
turning the very provisions of the con-
tract. If you don’t have a binding con-
tract, how in the world can you make 
projections, how in the world can any-
body provide health care plans with 
any assurance of what costs are going 
to be? 

Another example is on page 144 in 
this rather lengthy Patients’ Bill of 
Rights legislation. On line 16, it says: 
‘‘Exclusion of employers and other plan 
sponsors. Causes of action against em-
ployers and plan sponsors precluded.’’ 
That sounds good. That is a concern a 
lot of us who have questions about this 
legislation have raised. Are you going 
to be able to sue your employer? Are 
employees going to have a means by 
which they can sue their employer? 
What impact is that going to have on 
an employer’s willingness and ability 
to provide health insurance? The state-
ment sounds good: ‘‘Causes of action 
against employers and plan sponsors 
precluded.’’ 

But if you turn over to the next page, 
you find in section (B) and (C), ‘‘Cer-
tain causes of action permitted.’’ Then 
it goes on and talks about direct par-
ticipation, another example of excep-
tions swallowing the rule. You can’t 
sue your employer, except there are 
some suits that are permitted. 

Then another example of the excep-
tion swallowing the rule is on page 122. 
On line 19 of page 122, it says: ‘‘Preemp-
tion; State flexibility. Continued appli-
cability of State law with respect to 
health insurance issuers.’’ 

That sounds good. At least it sounds 
good to me. I know a lot of States have 
done very good work in the area of pa-
tient protections. So the clear state-
ment is: State law with respect to 
health insurance issuers will be contin-
ued and will be applicable. That sounds 
very good until you find that the rule 
is, once again, swallowed up by the ex-
ception. That was page 122. 

Turn to page 123. On line 4 it says: 
‘‘Except to the extent that such stand-
ard or requirement prevents the appli-
cation of a requirement of this title.’’ 

In other words, it is going to be the 
Federal patient prescriptions that are 
going to supersede any State laws, and 
to the extent they are not in compli-
ance with and follow very prescrip-
tively the Federal standard, they then 
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will be null and void. They will be su-
perseded by Federal. 

‘‘Application of substantially equiva-
lent State laws’’—that is a standard 
that undermines what the States have 
already done in this area. So we find, 
once again, that the exception swal-
lows up the rule. 

The same thing is true on the appeals 
process. The rule claims all appeals 
must be exhausted. It is very clear the 
way it states that. Those procedures 
that are put in place on internal/exter-
nal must be honored. You must exhaust 
those. But then you find exceptions 
that allow going straight to court for 
dollars even if the appeal has not been 
filed, if the injury first appears after 
the time has elapsed for filing an ap-
peal. Go straight to court for dollars if 
immediate irreparable harm prior to 
completion of appeals process, if you 
allege that, allow the 180 days to run 
and go straight to court without hav-
ing used the appeals process. You real-
ly don’t have an exhaustion of appeals. 

I find example after example of where 
there is a bait-and-switch occurring. 
There is a rule that is being swallowed 
up by the exception to the rule. 

Another point the distinguished Sen-
ator from Texas made—a point that 
needs to be thoroughly debated on the 
Kennedy-McCain bill—is the area of 
scope. I read that wonderful title where 
it says State laws will apply and then, 
unfortunately, there is the clear excep-
tion that really swallows up that rule. 

The Kennedy-McCain bill would 
allow the Federal Government to over-
turn patient protection laws in every 
State. The States have done, quite 
frankly, a lot. Here is all of our 50 
States, various areas of patient protec-
tions, emergency medical care. You 
can see Arkansas has that, Arizona, 
State after State. Very few States have 
not acted upon emergency medical 
care. They may do it in a different way 
than we would do it. Are they less con-
cerned than we are? Are we the only 
ones who can establish the precise 
standard for emergency medical care? 

These patient protections have been 
enacted by State legislatures all over 
the country. Access to OB/GYNs, once 
again, you can see overwhelmingly the 
States have already acted. They have 
already provided patient protections. 
Continuity of care, gag provisions, al-
most every State in the Union, with 
the exception of Mississippi, have acted 
upon the gag provisions. Formulary ex-
ceptions, clinical trials, a number of 
States have decided they are not going 
to mandate clinical trials. They have 
legitimate reasons why that should or 
should not be included in a State ac-
tion on a Patients’ Bill of Rights. 

On the internal appeals, virtually 
every State in the Nation, all 50 of 
them, now have an internal appeals 
process that has been mandated in 
State patient protections. Forty-one 
States have an external appeals re-
quirement. Why should we have the 
right to go beyond what is clearly our 
responsibility on the ERISA plans, the 

federally unprotected plans right now, 
but to go beyond that and go back to 
all of the States that have, through 
their own legislatures, enacted patient 
protection laws and overrule them? I 
think that is an error. 

In the State of Arkansas, the fol-
lowing protection laws would be super-
seded by this Patients’ Bill of Rights: 
the emergency room provision, the 
point-of-service provision, the access 
to OB/GYNs, continuity of care, the 
gag prohibition, drug formulary excep-
tions, patient information, all of those 
would be preempted by this Federal 
legislation. That is why the National 
Association of Insurance Commis-
sioners have written us as a Congress 
expressing their opposition to what we 
are about to do if we enact this 
McCain-Kennedy bill as currently 
drafted. 

They wrote to us: 
States have faced the challenges and have 

produced laws that balance the two-part ob-
jectives of protecting consumer rights and 
preserving the availability and affordability 
of coverage. For the federal government to 
unilaterally impose its one-size-fits-all 
standards on the states could be devastating 
to state insurance markets. 

That is a very legitimate concern 
they have expressed. And the Presi-
dent, in his statement from the admin-
istration on their position on this bill, 
expressed similar concern about not 
showing proper deference to what 
States have already done. 

Under Kennedy-McCain, at least 297 
patient protection laws that are al-
ready on the books would be poten-
tially erased leaving millions of pa-
tients unprotected as the States have 
enacted them. Forty-four ER laws, 20 
point-of-service laws, 37 OB/GYN laws, 
48 gag clause laws, 26 drug formulary 
laws, 12 clinical trial laws, 47 prompt 
payment laws, 30 financial incentive 
laws, all of these potentially would be 
erased by the one sweeping action in 
the Kennedy-McCain bill. 

Kennedy-McCain would further force 
States with minimal or no managed 
care penetration to adopt Federal 
standards, or else HCFA would come 
into those States and take over the 
regulation of health insurance. Man-
aged care penetration in a number of 
States is minimal. Alaska is 0 percent. 
In Wyoming, my good friend from Wyo-
ming, Senator ENZI, has been con-
cerned about this kind of blanket take-
over, when there is only 1.2 percent 
penetration in Wyoming. In Arkansas, 
it is 11.8 percent. In Idaho, it is 6.3 per-
cent. 

The point is that these States vary. 
They are widely different in the impact 
of managed care. For us to have a one- 
size-fits-all approach, I think, is ill- 
conceived and is something that we 
need to reconsider. Of the six States 
which haven’t enacted emergency room 
legislation, five of these have less than 
10-percent managed care penetration. 
So there is a reason why they have not 
acted upon them. I think we should 
show proper respect for the wisdom of 

some of these State legislatures for 
having real reasons for not acting on 
some of these patient protections. 

At least 11 States have rejected clin-
ical trial mandates, California being 
one of them, with Florida, Indiana, 
Massachusetts. At least five States 
have rejected access to specialist man-
dates. At least eight States have re-
jected drug formulary exception man-
dates, including Florida, Hawaii, Illi-
nois, Massachusetts, Minnesota, North 
Dakota, Utah, and West Virginia. Ken-
nedy-McCain would force these States 
to adopt these provisions even if they 
rejected them in their State legisla-
tures for good reason. I hope my col-
leagues will think about what we are 
doing in this preemption of State laws 
in this very important area. 

The amendment that I have offered is 
a small step in expanding access. My 
concern about Kennedy-McCain is that 
it is going to shrink access to insur-
ance, that we are going to have an 
awful lot of people, families and chil-
dren, who are not going to be able to 
access health care insurance because of 
the impact of this legislation on pre-
mium costs. I have offered this amend-
ment that would provide 100-percent 
deductibility for the self-employed. I 
think apart from raising extraneous 
issues that are really germane to the 
value of this amendment and to what it 
will do, this amendment has support. 
Support has been indicated in the past 
in this body. This is an opportunity for 
us to do it. And to say it should have 
been in the tax bill—every time the 
House of Representatives produced a 
Patients’ Bill of Rights—they passed 
one that had access provisions, to ex-
pand access, and they are going to do 
that again when this passes in a few 
weeks, or sooner, and I hope they will. 
We can be as certain as you can be that 
it will have tax provisions in it. 

It is a red herring to say we are not 
going to pass this—because we believe 
it is equitable, it is going to right a 
wrong—because of a blue-slip potential. 
I think that is going to be hard to ex-
plain to people. 

One of my constituents in Arkansas 
wrote me and my colleague in Arkan-
sas. I think this really expresses why 
this amendment is important. It says: 

I am a small business owner in Springdale, 
AR. 

Our company has always made an effort to 
provide, at no expense to our employees, full 
family health insurance coverage. 

Again, they have made the effort to 
provide it at no expense to employees. 
So they are paying 100 percent of the 
health insurance premiums for their 
employees for full family health insur-
ance coverage—and not just for the em-
ployee, but the family receives the ben-
efits. That is something we ought to 
encourage, something that is good. He 
goes on: 

A couple of months ago, we were forced to 
begin sharing some of the cost of the health 
plan with the employees because of 40 per-
cent plus increases. 

Those who would argue that some-
how there is no relationship between 
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increased insurance premiums and 
availability of insurance to people in 
this country, that somehow increasing 
premiums is not going to increase the 
number of uninsured—we have seen a 
lot of examples on the floor. We have 
heard stories and anecdotes told. Here 
is a prime case in my State: 
. . . we were forced to begin sharing some of 
the cost of the health plan with the employ-
ees because of 40 percent plus increases. The 
monthly cost climbed to over $4,000 a month 
for our relatively young group. I fear passing 
[Kennedy-McCain] because it will not only 
cause greater increases, but subject our com-
pany to possible legal actions because of our 
offering health insurance. We could be at the 
mercy of whoever decides to pay a claim or 
not—and open the door for the company to 
be liable. 

I think this bill has a lot of danger in it. 

I take that concern very seriously. I 
think this person who took time to e- 
mail us from Springdale, AR, is typical 
of a lot of small businesses that are 
struggling, that have a few employees, 
that are trying to pay insurance for 
those employees and are facing a very 
large increase in premiums. We are 
going to exacerbate that, I believe, if 
we have this bill with all of its liability 
provisions included in it. This is one 
small thing we can do to make it a lit-
tle easier for the self-employed—give 
them 100-percent deductibility, and 
give it to them now, not wait until 
2003. 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
e-mail printed in the RECORD. 

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

SPRINGDALE, AZ. 
DEAR ARKANSAS SENATORS LINCOLN AND 

HUTCHINSON: I am a small business owner in 
Springdale, AZ. Our company employs 8 very 
fine people. 

Our company has always made an effort to 
provide, at no expense to our employees, full 
family health insurance coverage. 

A couple of months ago we were forced to 
begin sharing some of the cost of the health 
plan with the employees because of 40% plus 
increases. The monthly cost climbed to over 
$4,000.00 a month for our relatively young 
group. I fear passing the S–238 bill will not 
only cause greater increases but subject our 
company to possible legal actions because of 
our offering health insurance. We could be at 
the mercy of whoever decides to pay a claim 
or not—and open the door for the company 
to be liable. 

I think this bill has a lot of danger in it. I 
urge both of our Arkansas Senators to do all 
in your power to defeat this bill. I urge you 
to vote against ‘‘cloture’’ thus limiting the 
truth to be brought out on the floor. 

On behalf of myself, my partner and our 
employees, thank you in advance for lodging 
this request. 

JOHN W. HAYES, 
P.S. Your voting records are the proof of 

your loyalty to the people of the Great State 
of Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Then I received 
this letter from a different kind of em-
ployer. This is McKee Foods Corpora-
tion, a large company that is not 
headquartered in Arkansas. It is in 
Tennessee, I think, but they are a large 
employer in Arkansas, in Gentry, AR. I 
think they employ about 1,400. It is not 
an insignificant employer. 

They write: 
Dear Senator HUTCHINSON: The Senate will 

soon consider a proposal that will give Amer-
icans the right to use their insurance pro-
vider in state and federal court for coverage 
decisions. As a business owner, this prospect 
has me worried. McKee Foods has volun-
tarily sponsored its own health plan for more 
than 30 years. All of our employees and their 
families have the option to take part in our 
group coverage, including the 1,420 employ-
ees who work at our Gentry, Ark., manufac-
turing facility. In 2000, McKee Foods and its 
employees spent $25 million to provide 
health care benefits for all 6,100 of our em-
ployees and their families. The company di-
rectly paid for more than 75 percent of this 
amount. 

Over the last two years our group insur-
ance benefit costs are up about 26 percent 
and our prescription drug benefit cost has 
nearly doubled. The company has absorbed 
most of the cost increases, but employee pre-
miums have also risen by 10 percent. 

That is what the employees are pay-
ing and we are going to make that 
worse if we open this to unbridled law-
suits. 
It’s important to note that none of the pro-
posals presently under consideration have 
protections in place to protect the health 
care purchaser, whether individual or com-
pany, from the increased cost of coverage 
due to insurer liability. A health care bill 
containing additional costs will simply com-
pound the problem of rising costs. 

Our health plan, which is governed by 
ERISA, is self-insured, self-funded, and self- 
administered. Maintaining an ERISA plan 
allows McKee Foods to provide uniform 
health care benefits to our employees in all 
contiguous 48 states. We’ve reviewed the var-
ious proposals put forth by both the Senate 
and the House of Representatives and have 
come to conclusion that McKee Foods can be 
sued for voluntary providing health care ben-
efits. Each of the major bills under consider-
ation contains language that defines the li-
ability trigger as ‘‘direct participation’’ or 
‘‘discretionary authority’’ over the decision. 
This standard directly implicates ERISA’s 
fiduciary responsibility duty. For employers 
who offer a health plan governed by ERISA, 
liability is real. 

I believe that legislation containing liabil-
ity for companies will certainly lead to more 
uninsured Americans. I also believe that 
many employers want to offer health care 
benefits because this type of benefit helps us 
attract and retain high quality employees. 
Please remember that the voluntary em-
ployer-based health care system in our coun-
try provides coverage for more than 172 mil-
lion Americans. 

I’m asking you to support a health care 
bill that sets up a strong system for binding 
external review instead of lawsuits. Let’s get 
patients the medical treatment they need, 
when they need it. Reaching a conclusion 
later in a court only benefits the attorneys. 

Then he asks for opposition to this 
bill. 

Are they greedy? Are they an 
uncaring company; they do not care 
about their employees and their wel-
fare? I suggest that 30 years have put 
the lie to any such allegation. This 
company for 30 years has paid 75 per-
cent of the premiums for their employ-
ees and their families, and they write 
not out of a spirit of greed or lost prof-
its. I suspect it will not affect their 
profit line. What this legislation will 
affect is their ability to provide afford-
able health insurance for their employ-
ees. 

So many times we do the right thing 
in the wrong way when we pass legisla-
tion in the Senate. We have the great-
est motivations. Patients’ Bill of 
Rights—we hear these heartrending 
stories. They are real and there is a 
need for legislation, but then trial law-
yers get into it, the clever attorneys 
who can write a rule and write an ex-
ception bigger than the rule, and the 
goal of providing legitimate patients 
protection suddenly is lost and its im-
pact raises insurance premiums, caus-
ing employers to question whether 
they can even afford to offer that ben-
efit to their employees. 

I hope as we continue to debate we 
will address these issues and we will 
also adopt this amendment which will 
help provide greater access. 

I did not realize Senator VOINOVICH 
has been patiently waiting. I could not 
see behind this chart. I extend my apol-
ogy for going over the time. I thank 
Senator VOINOVICH, the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio, for his strong com-
mitment to better health care in this 
country, for patient protections, and 
for also ensuring access is there and 
that it is affordable. I appreciate his 
support of this amendment. 

I yield such time as he might require. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DAY-

TON). The Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Arkansas. He 
does have my support for his amend-
ment. It is well taken, and it will go a 
long way to help provide more health 
care for the citizens of our country. 

The quality of health care in the 
United States has long been the envy 
of the world. If I happen to fall ill when 
I am home in Cleveland, I know that I 
can go to any of the hospitals in the 
community and receive quality care 
unparalleled around the globe. 

However, I also think that more can 
be done to improve the overall status 
of health care in America. In fact, I be-
lieve Congress must do more to expand 
health care coverage for more individ-
uals, keep health care costs down and 
maintain the rights of each individual 
patient to make decisions affecting 
their own health. 

Five years ago, Congress realized 
that one arena in which the Federal 
Government has an obligation is pro-
tection for those Americans covered 
under self-insured ERISA plans because 
the Federal Government has the sole 
authority to do so. 

There are 56 million Americans who 
are in health care plans that are self- 
insured, which are regulated under 
Federal law. The Federal Government, 
unfortunately, has been slow in cre-
ating consumer protection standards 
for these 56 million Americans, and I 
agree with my colleagues that patient 
protections should be established for 
these ERISA plans. 

In 1999 and 2000, this body passed pa-
tient protections legislation that filled 
the hole in ERISA protections. These 
absolute and comprehensive patient 
protections, included: 
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Access to emergency care; 
A point-of-service option; 
A continuity of care provision; 
Access to prescription drugs that are not 

covered in plan formularies; 
Access to specialist; 
A prohibition of gag rules; 
Access to clinical trials; 
Provider nondiscrimination; 
A strong internal and external review proc-

ess; 
A genetic nondiscrimination provision; and 
Provisions that would increase access to 

health insurance, such as increasing the 
availability of medical savings accounts, full 
deduction of health insurance for the self- 
employed and long term care insurance. 

I am encouraged that the McCain- 
Kennedy bill, in spirit, has the same 
core patient protections that the Sen-
ate passed in 1999 and again in 2000. 
However, while the McCain-Kennedy 
bill contains these provisions, I cannot 
support the McCain-Kennedy bill as 
currently written for two significant 
reasons. 

First, the bill represents an inappro-
priate preemption of state law. Ohio 
and the vast majority of other states 
have already enacted strong patient 
protection laws that provide their citi-
zens with quality health care. 

My colleagues on the other side of 
this debate want the public to believe 
that all Americans need to be covered 
under a Federal patient protections bill 
or else the quality of their health care 
will come under jeopardy. The fact of 
the matter is that the majority of 
Americans are already covered under 
very good, very comprehensive State 
health care laws. 

The proponents of this legislation be-
lieve we need to pass a bill that will 
wipe clean the hard work the States 
have done. 

I could not disagree more. 
A Federal Patient’s Bill of Rights 

should not preempt the work that has 
already been done by the States. State 
regulation of the insurance industry 
has been very effective for more than 
50 years. There are more than 117 mil-
lion Americans who are covered under 
fully insured plans, governmental plans 
and individual policies, which are all 
regulated under State law. 

My colleagues supporting the 
McCain-Kennedy legislation believe 
that the Federal mandates in the bill 
should apply not only to ERISA plans, 
but also to those 117 million Americans 
in State-regulated health plans. Appar-
ently, they do not think that the 
states, which have already acted and 
are already protecting millions of 
Americans, are competent enough to 
do the job. Instead, they think that the 
Federal Government will do a much 
better job. 

Mr. President, do you know to whom 
the Federal Government will turn to 
enforce the law? The Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration. 

The fact is, HCFA already has its 
hands full. Administering and regu-
lating Medicare, Medicaid and the 
SCHIP program has already overbur-
dened this administration. Think about 
it. HCFA already has under its purview 

over 70 million Americans through 
these Federal programs. Now my col-
leagues want to place the health care 
of an additional 170 million Americans 
on HCFA’s shoulders. 

Under the McCain-Kennedy bill, 
States will now have to report to 
HCFA on the status of the health care 
plans in their States. It has been point-
ed out to me numerous times that the 
regulations that only govern Medicare 
are three times what the Federal Tax 
Code is. 

Imagine the regulatory nightmare 
that will occur when Congress hands 
over regulation of the private insur-
ance market to the Federal Govern-
ment. The simple fact of the matter is 
that HCFA cannot handle the burden 
this bill would bestow. 

However, even if HCFA had the abil-
ity to enforce uniform consumer pro-
tection standards across the country, 
it would still not be the right decision. 
Different regions have different prob-
lems against which they need to guard. 

A ‘‘one-size-fits-all’’ approach from 
Washington will not work any better 
for health regulation than for other 
centralized approaches to problems, 
such as education. All wisdom does not 
reside in Washington—local people un-
derstand their own local needs, and 
they elect representatives to serve 
those needs. 

On the Federal level, if we in Con-
gress want to mandate certain health 
care changes with respect to Federal 
coverage, then it is well within our 
ability to do so. And in certain in-
stances, it may be necessary to do so. 

But why should Congress intrude on 
the States and mandate sweeping, 
across-the-board changes on how they 
regulate the health care industry in 
their States? We should let the States 
decide what is best for their citizens, 
but there seems to be a feeling here in 
this town that the States just will not 
do the right thing. 

If you observe what the States have 
accomplished, you will see that the 
States have been and will continue to 
be at the forefront of the nation’s ef-
forts to improve the quality and effi-
ciency of our health care system. 

In fact, the States have been on the 
vanguard of health care services, and 
because of this, many ERISA plans 
have followed suit voluntarily. 

It should be pointed out that the ma-
jority of ERISA plans have already 
taken upon themselves to provide qual-
ity patient protections, taking notice 
from what their States have done. 
They have mirrored in their insurance 
plans what the States have already 
done. However, by seizing and usurping 
the great works the States have ac-
complished, the Federal Government is 
once again stating a one-size-fits-all 
approach. 

It will not work. The majority of 
States, including Ohio, have moved ag-
gressively, certainly more quickly than 
the Federal Government, to reduce 
health care inflation, expand access for 
the working poor, enhance consumer 

protections, and bring greater account-
ability to the system. In fact, if the 
States waited for the Federal Govern-
ment to step up to the plate to provide 
patient protections, 117 million Ameri-
cans would not have the patient pro-
tections they currently enjoy. The sim-
ple truth is, the States have been in 
front of the Federal Government in 
providing sound protections for their 
citizens. 

The following facts prove it: 50 
States have mandated strong patient 
information provisions; 50 States al-
ready have internal appeals processes, 
and 41 States have included external 
processes; 48 States already enforce 
consumer protections regarding gag 
clauses on doctor-patient communica-
tions; 47 States have regulations re-
garding prompt payment; 42 States 
have already enacted a comprehensive 
Patients’ Bill of Rights; and 44 States 
have already enforced consumer pro-
tections for access to emergency care 
services. 

As a former Governor of Ohio, I have 
been on the front lines in the fight to 
give working men and women in Ohio 
real health care choices. As Governor, I 
signed into law five legislative meas-
ures and pushed through several ad-
ministrative improvements to protect 
families who relied on State-regulated 
plans for their health care coverage. 
Now I am in the Senate to try to give 
those Ohioans who are covered by the 
Federal ERISA law those same bene-
fits. 

I believe the legislation the Senate 
approved in 1999 and 2000 went a long 
way to ensuring that Ohioans covered 
under ERISA are given the health care 
protections they deserve. The bills 
passed in this body are nearly identical 
to those protections passed in Ohio for 
State-regulated plans, many of which I 
fought for as Governor. The bills 
passed by the Senate in 1999 and 2000 
extend emergency care coverage under 
the prudent layperson standard. Ohio 
enacted that protection in 1997. The 
Senate passed bills included a ban on 
gag clauses. Ohio enacted that protec-
tion in 1997. The Senate passed bills in-
cluded strong internal and independent 
external appeals. Ohio enacted those 
provisions in 1999. The Senate passed 
bills allowed a woman to designate an 
OB/GYN as her primary care provider. 
Ohio enacted a standing referral provi-
sion in 1997, and then direct access in 
1999. 

The Senate passed bills provide pa-
tients the right to accurate, easy-to- 
understand information about their 
health plan. Ohio’s law requires that 
all beneficiaries have an I.D. card and 
access to health care information on a 
24-hour, 7-day-a-week basis via a toll- 
free number. The Senate passed bills 
ensure that patients may go out of a 
network if the plan does not have an 
appropriate provider within its net-
work. That is already Ohio law. 

Additionally, Ohio already has en-
acted a prompt payment provision and 
a prescription drug formulary excep-
tion. Ohio has already put into place a 
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mandatory 48-hour maternity hospital 
stay benefit for new mothers. We were 
the first State to eliminate the drive- 
through baby, 24-hour situation we had 
several years ago. Prior to the State’s 
action, in a number of instances, 
women were being discharged some-
times within hours of giving birth. Now 
all women in Ohio know that when 
they give birth, they will have the 
peace of mind that they and their baby 
will have access to medical care, if 
only for observation, for at least 48 
hours. 

In Ohio, we also allowed for the cre-
ation of insurance pools for companies 
who wanted to be able to provide insur-
ance for their employees but could not 
afford to do it by themselves. Now, 
Ohio has one of the most successful ex-
amples of an insurance pool in the en-
tire country—the Council of Smaller 
Enterprises, COSE. COSE provides 
health insurance to more than 200,000 
people and represents more than 16,000 
small businesses in Ohio. Without the 
ability to pool together, many of these 
businesses would not be able to offer 
their employees health insurance, and 
therefore, many more Ohioans would 
be uninsured. 

The second reason that I cannot sup-
port McCain-Kennedy as it is currently 
written is because the bill will encour-
age frivolous lawsuits, leading employ-
ers to question whether or not pro-
viding health insurance is worth the 
cost. A great deal has been said about 
the options available to a patient who 
has somehow been wronged by a par-
ticular health care plan. 

Proponents of the McCain-Kennedy 
legislation have indicated that the 
only way patients can ensure that they 
will be able to obtain relief from being 
denied benefits is if they maintain the 
ability to sue their health plans. 

They further contend that if they can 
sue their health plans, it should follow 
that they can sue their employers. 
They base this on the belief that em-
ployers maintain a fiduciary responsi-
bility to monitor health plan quality, 
making it impossible to completely 
delegate responsibility for the health 
benefit plan’s decisions. 

I believe such a provision would open 
a virtual Pandora’s box of potential 
lawsuits and would force any employer 
who provides health insurance to cover 
every health claim or risk being sued 
over those that are not. 

Proponents of the McCain-Kennedy 
legislation believe they have carved 
out employers, stating only those em-
ployers that ‘‘directly participate’’ in 
medically reviewable decisions can be 
held liable. 

However, for all these claims of em-
ployer carve-outs, the fact remains, 
employers can still be sued. Lawsuits 
can still be brought against the em-
ployer for a number of reasons. For in-
stance, the phrase ‘‘actual exercise of 
control’’ broadens the avenue for a law-
suit to come against an employer, al-
though the employer had no ‘‘direct 
participation’’ in a medically review-

able decision. If, during negotiations 
with a health plan, an employer agrees 
to the definition of a certain contrac-
tual phrase used by the plan for a deci-
sionmaking process, this could be a 
cause of action for a lawsuit. 

Additionally, although proponents of 
McCain-Kennedy believe they have 
properly excluded employers, the 
phrase ‘‘conduct constituting failure’’ 
to perform plan terms and conditions 
provides a clean sheet for any personal 
injury lawyer to claw at any alleged 
failure of an employer. This could be as 
minor as a simple administrative error 
in notifying individuals about the 
availability of continued health cov-
erage after they leave employment. 

And as a practical matter, do my col-
leagues think a personal injury lawyer 
will not attempt to test the defense of 
the ‘‘no direct participation’’ standard? 
If I were a savvy personal injury law-
yer and saw before my eyes unlimited 
punitive damages and a new Federal 
cause of action with a cap of $5 million, 
I certainly would test the defense laid 
out in the McCain-Kennedy bill. Unfor-
tunately, this is what it has come down 
to: the ability of personal injury law-
yers to dictate health care in America. 

Whom will this ultimately hurt? It 
will hurt those individuals and families 
at the margins who are working hard 
to take responsibility for themselves. I 
am thinking about the families to 
whom that employer protection is pro-
vided. The fact is, health insurance is a 
benefit that employers have provided. 
It is a voluntary benefit they provide 
because they care about their workers. 
Approximately two-thirds of insured 
Americans under 65 receive their 
health insurance through employer- 
sponsored plans. 

I point out for senior citizens who are 
retired, half of their Medicare Supple-
mental for Part B is paid for under the 
employer plan—half of it. We want em-
ployers to stay in this business. It is 
important to the country. 

According to a Gallup poll conducted 
last September, the vast majority of 
Americans, 70 percent, are satisfied 
with their health insurance provided 
by their employer. If the McCain-Ken-
nedy bill passes with its current liabil-
ity provision, I cannot honestly see 
employers continuing this benefit. As a 
matter of fact, employers have already 
told me they will drop their health 
care insurance. 

These liability provisions, the unlim-
ited punitive damages in state courts 
on top of the $5 million damages that 
can be awarded in Federal court, will 
hang like a cloud over employers. Even 
if a lawsuit was never filed, a prudent 
employer would place in his budget the 
possibility of this occurrence. 

Therefore, the costs associated with 
retaining legal counsel, as well as the 
insurance premium paid against the 
possibility of a large award would be 
budgeted annually, which of course, 
would be passed along in higher pre-
miums to the employees. 

Employers, if they decide to continue 
providing coverage, will then place on 

employees a higher participation of the 
financial burden for health insurance. 

And what if one state jury finds an 
employer liable and grants a multi- 
million dollar award? Well, I can tell 
you what will happen. Employer-based 
insurance will tumble like a house of 
cards. Employers will see the writing 
on the wall and say, Good-bye! Al-
though I care a great deal about each 
and every one of you, my employees, I 
cannot afford to be subjugated to this 
kind of liability. Here’s my contribu-
tion of what I pay for your health in-
surance: good luck finding the same 
coverage at a fraction what you had 
previously paid. 

The proponents of McCain-Kennedy 
say that the State of Texas has enacted 
a similar bill that has not caused the 
collapse of employer based insurance in 
Texas. What my colleagues are not say-
ing is that Texas specifically carved- 
out all employer liability. 

The provision in Texas law reads as 
follows, and I quote, ‘‘This chapter 
does not create any liability on the 
part of an employer, an employer group 
purchasing organization, or a phar-
macy licensed by the State Board of 
Pharmacy that purchases coverage or 
assumes risk on behalf of its employ-
ees.’’ 

That is what any Federal law ought 
to state. 

It really is amazing to me that the 
United States Senate is contemplating 
opening up employers to lawsuits. 
Through these actions, we are sending 
a mixed signal to the American people. 

Out of one side of our mouth, we say 
there are too many uninsured people in 
the United States. And, in fact, I think 
there are. 

However, out of the other side of our 
mouth, we say that the United States 
Senate may allow legislation to move 
forward that will increase health care 
premiums by at least 4.2 percent. This 
is on top of the hyper health care infla-
tion that the country’s employers are 
currently facing—between 18 to 22 per-
cent increases in the State of Ohio over 
the past year alone. 

Indeed, it is estimated that if the 
McCain-Kennedy bill went into effect 
as is, over 1.4 million Americans will 
lose their health coverage—nearly 
30,000 in my state of Ohio. (Based on 
CBO numbers). 

What’s more, according to a study 
conducted by the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, 57 percent of small employ-
ers said they would likely drop health 
benefits for their employees if the 
McCain-Kennedy liability provision 
was the law of the land. 

In addition, at least 1,000 larger em-
ployers across the nation-including 
many Fortune 500 companies-have ex-
pressed opposition to the McCain-Ken-
nedy liability provision. 

The implementation of a liability 
standard would not only have a dev-
astating impact on many families in 
America, but I don’t believe it will 
have the intended purpose of providing 
restitution to patients. 
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Most Americans don’t realize that 70 

percent of all health care liability 
claims filed in our courts are resolved 
with absolutely no payment to the pa-
tient. Zero dollars. 

In cases where a payment is made to 
a patient who sues, the patient re-
ceives, on average, only 43 percent of 
the damage award. Forty-three per-
cent! The other 57 percent goes right 
into the pockets of the personal injury 
lawyers and their expert witnesses. 

In addition, achieving a final resolu-
tion to these claims is not a speedy 
process. The average medical mal-
practice case takes over 2 years, 25 
months, to resolve. In many instances, 
that is long after the patient has suf-
fered permanent damage, or even 
death. 

What we need to do is focus our at-
tention on getting patients treated 
quickly and accurately and not concen-
trating on getting them a pay-out that 
may never come. 

I would like to have an opportunity 
to support a bill that truly utilizes the 
internal and independent external re-
view process. Towards that goal, I be-
lieve we should revisit the legislation 
that the Senate passed in 2000. 

In the Senate-passed bill for which I 
voted last year, if the group health 
plan makes a determination to deny 
coverage and notifies the enrollee and 
health care professional, the enrollee 
or the doctor would be able to request 
an internal review of the coverage deci-
sion. That review must be completed 
within 30 days for a routine determina-
tion, or 72 hours for an expedited deter-
mination. 

If an enrollee is denied after an inter-
nal review, he or she can request an 
independent, external review. An inde-
pendent medical expert, utilizing valid, 
relevant scientific and clinical evi-
dence, including peer reviewed medical 
literature, would then make an objec-
tive determination based on the med-
ical exigencies of the case, within 30 
days. The decision of the external re-
viewer would be binding on the plan. 

If the external reviewer rules in favor 
of the enrollee, the plan must notify 
the enrollee of their decision to cover 
the benefit with ordinary care. If the 
plan refuses to follow the decision of 
the expert reviewer, the enrollee could 
then sue in Federal court for unlimited 
economic damages and capped non-eco-
nomic damages. 

If the court ruled for the enrollee, 
then the court: one, would require the 
plan to cover the service; two, assess a 
$10,000 penalty for failing to comply 
with the agreed upon time frame; 
three, additionally assess a penalty of 
$10,000, payable to the enrollee, for fail-
ure to comply with the decision of the 
medical reviewer; four, award attor-
neys’ fees; and five, provide non-eco-
nomic damages of up to $350,000. 

I think we should offer patients an 
opportunity to obtain timely coverage 
of legitimate health services before 
permanent damage is done to them. 
Unfortunately, the McCain-Kennedy 

bill offers patients faint hope that, well 
into the future, after the damage is al-
ready done, they may recover less than 
half of a damage award. 

Our main goal in this debate must be 
to provide quality health consumer 
protections while maintaining the abil-
ity for America’s families to obtain 
their insurance through their employ-
ers. We should not enact massive 
changes to our health care system 
which will irreparably harm the ability 
of millions of Americans to obtain af-
fordable, quality health care. 

I hope that my colleagues and I can 
work to pass a real Patients’ Bill of 
Rights: one that will not impede on the 
progress the states have made, and one 
that provides health care to patients, 
not money to personal injury lawyers. 

Regrettably, I do not believe that the 
McCain-Kennedy bill will accomplish 
these goals. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Ohio for his 
work in the State of Ohio and for his 
work in the U.S. Senate. 

I yield to my cosponsor, Mr. BOND, 
the Senator from Missouri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my 
lead sponsor of this amendment. 

I say to my good friend from Ohio, 
and a fellow former Governor, that I 
recognize the work he did as Governor 
to assure access to the working men 
and women of Ohio. I think his com-
ments and his views are very impor-
tant in this debate. We appreciate the 
good judgment he brought based on his 
experience. 

I want to take just a couple of min-
utes before we get into the closing to 
respond to a couple of points that have 
been made on the other side. 

Some who are proponents of this bill 
and who are opponents of this amend-
ment have offered two arguments. 

First, they say if we—meaning Re-
publicans—somehow wanted employee- 
supported deductibility for the self-em-
ployed, it would have been included in 
the final tax package that was passed a 
month ago. 

Second, they contend that this issue 
is unrelated to patients’ rights and 
that we are trying to kill the patients’ 
protection bill. 

Let me deal with those two points. 
First, regarding the tax bill, it is re-

grettable and, in my view, very regret-
table that the conference committee 
did not include this provision in the 
final package. This provision reflected 
an amendment that I offered and an 
amendment that the Senator from Illi-
nois, Mr. DURBIN, offered. We both of-
fered amendments. 

As I mentioned in my earlier state-
ments on this measure, I had provided 
over the last 6 or 7 years a continuing 
string of amendments to achieve 100- 
percent deductibility. Senator DURBIN 
in recent years has joined. 

When the bill went to the conference 
committee, there were a lot of inter-
ests that had to be accommodated. The 
Senate had a much lower figure than 
the House had originally. They had to 
accommodate as many interests as pos-
sible. The House of Representatives 
had a very important voice in what the 
final package included. 

As a matter of fact, Democrats on 
the conference had a voice. I wasn’t at 
the conference. I have talked to some 
Members who were there. They tell me 
that the Democrats did not raise objec-
tion to excluding the full deductibility. 
This was a conference committee of 
Republicans and Democrats from both 
the Senate and the House. 

I regret that they did not get the job 
done. Is that an argument that we 
should not do it now? Obviously not. 

When you ask the American people— 
the men and women, the farm families, 
the families of people who own a res-
taurant, a mom-and-pop grocery store, 
or who operate a daycare center—do 
they really care whether full deduct-
ibility is in a tax package or whether it 
is in the Patients’ Bill of Rights, I can 
tell you that overwhelmingly they are 
going to say we just need the full de-
ductibility for our health insurance 
costs. They want to see the job done. 
They are not much impressed with the 
argument that it didn’t stay in an ear-
lier bill we passed. They want us to 
pass it. We want to see it passed. That 
is what Senator HUTCHINSON and I are 
doing. To blame us for the failure of a 
conference to include it I believe is a 
bit of a stretch. 

Second, they are saying that this 
amendment is being used to kill the pa-
tients’ protection bill. If we wanted to 
kill a bill completely, why would we 
put something on that is so important 
to the people in our States and the peo-
ple in America? I think that is laugh-
able. It would be laughable, if it 
weren’t such a serious, unwarranted 
charge. 

Every patient protection bill that 
has passed either the House or the Sen-
ate in the last few years has included 
tax incentives for health care of some 
kind or another. 

The House patient protection bill 
that we expect to see passed in the 
next 2 or 3 weeks will almost certainly 
include tax provisions as well. As a 
matter of fact, I notice that in the 
statement of administration policy 
they are objecting to a user fee provi-
sion. They call it an extraneous user 
fee provision that is already included 
in S. 1052, extending for multiple years 
customs charges on transportation, 
passengers, and merchandise. It has a 
little tax measure in there already. 
This is a tax reduction or tax deduct-
ibility. 

Contrary to what our colleagues who 
are supporting the measure and oppos-
ing this amendment say, if there are no 
tax provisions in this bill when it fi-
nally comes out, it will be an absolute 
first. I will buy somebody a soda if 
they pass a bill that has no tax provi-
sions in it. 
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Including tax provisions in the bill 

does not hinder its passage. Frankly, I 
think it makes it better because this 
amendment is not about killing the 
bill. I want to vote for a bill that helps 
all Americans have good health care 
coverage. That means getting rid of the 
bait-and-switch provisions in this bill. 
That means taking out the provisions 
that force employers to drop their 
plans because of employer liability. 
That means taking out the provisions 
that rewrite the contracts that HMOs, 
insurers, write with those they wish to 
cover. 

I just want to mention very briefly 
an article by Mort Kondracke in to-
day’s Roll Call. In it he says: 

A debilitating civil war is under way in the 
American health care industry and Congress 
will make it worse by passing the Kennedy- 
McCain patients’ rights bill and inviting 
trial lawyers to enter the fray. 

Kennedy-McCain is the medical profes-
sion’s effort to counterattack its enemy, the 
insurance industry, using expensive lawsuits 
as a weapon. But innocent ‘‘civilians,’’ i.e. 
patients, will pay the ultimate price. 

He goes on to say: 
Doctors surely should have more say in 

medical decisions than insurance clerks. . . . 

He says: The Breaux-Frist bill does 
it. 

He says: 
Instead of increasing the ranks of the unin-

sured, Congress and Bush should be helping 
lower-income workers afford health insur-
ance. 

That is what we are trying to do. 
He concludes by saying: 
. . . Congress should observe the famous 

rule: First do no harm. Kennedy-McCain vio-
lates that maxim. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Hutchinson-Bond amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank my col-
league from Missouri for his excellent 
statement. 

I yield such time as we have remain-
ing to the Senator from Nevada. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, may I 
inquire as to the amount of time left 
on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty- 
four minutes thirty seconds, of which 
fifteen is reserved for the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I want 
to start by talking on this amendment, 
and then I want to conclude my re-
marks by speaking on the underlying 
bill in general. 

Deductibility for the self-employed is 
absolutely critical to anybody who has 
ever been in business on their own. My 
brother-in-law is a tile contractor in 
Las Vegas, NV. When he first started 
his business, he was in his late 
twenties. I remember talking to him 
about having health insurance. 

He said: I’m young. I’m healthy. I’m 
not going to get sick. 

He said: Besides, I really can’t afford 
it. When I am looking at my monthly 

expenses, I look around, and it just 
doesn’t pencil out for me. 

That is the kind of person we want to 
be covered under health insurance. 

The way health insurance works is if 
we spread the risk out, especially 
amongst the younger, healthier people, 
it costs all of us less money. So what 
we want to do is have people, like my 
brother-in-law, to buy health insur-
ance. If we give the self-employed— 
which he is—full deductibility, it will 
make financial sense for more of them 
to purchase health insurance. 

It does not matter what vehicle— 
whether it is a tax plan or whether it is 
the Patients’ Bill of Rights—we use to 
provide this deductibility. We have 
been talking about it for years, and we 
ought to finally make this policy a re-
ality. 

Let me shift now and talk about the 
Patients’ Bill of Rights. If you listen to 
the media, it almost sounds like the 
Democrats and Senator MCCAIN are for 
a Patients’ Bill of Rights and the Re-
publicans are against one. That is not 
so. Almost everybody in this Chamber 
is for a Patients’ Bill of Rights. As a 
matter of fact, the two major com-
peting bills are 90 percent the same. 
Another 5 percent of each bill I think 
we agree, conceptually, on the lan-
guage; and then on the other 5 percent 
there is true disagreement. 

Let me go through these divisions 
just briefly. The 90 percent where there 
is agreement has to do with things that 
we have heard about for the last sev-
eral years that most of the States have 
already enacted. They have to do with 
emergency room access, no gag clauses 
for doctors, and allowing OB/GYNs and 
pediatricians to be considered primary 
care doctors. There is a whole list of 
things that both bills address and to 
which everybody agrees. 

The place where we have conceptual 
agreement—and I want to applaud Sen-
ator MCCAIN for his willingness to 
work with us to try to come up with 
some language that will work for both 
sides—deals with, how are we actually 
going to protect employers from get-
ting sued? Everybody I have heard 
from agrees that the employer should 
not be sued for this very simple fact: If 
you allow employers to be sued, they 
will look at this risk and say that they 
cannot afford it. Consequently, they 
will give their employees a voucher, 
calculating, for example, that it would 
cost $5,000 to $6,000 per employee per 
year for health coverage, and the em-
ployee will go out and buy their own 
health insurance. 

However, a lot of employees who are 
young and healthy will say: I’m 
healthy. I’m young. I would rather 
have this $6,000 to do something else 
with. 

As a result, those people will not 
have health insurance. And because 
those people are no longer in the over-
all insurance pool, everybody else’s in-
surance rates will go up. Consequently, 
when those insurance rates go up, more 
people become uninsured because they 
can no longer afford coverage. 

One of the biggest problems we have 
in this country is the number of unin-
sured. This is the reason why it is so 
critical that we come together on this 
language to protect the employers. 

As I have learned—I was only in the 
House of Representatives for 4 years; 
and I have only been in the Senate for 
6 months—the devil truly is in the de-
tails. When we are looking at the legal 
language, lawyers from one side can 
say the employers are protected, and 
the lawyers for the employer groups 
can say absolutely under the McCain- 
Kennedy bill they are not protected. A 
good lawyer, I think, can take the lan-
guage in the McCain-Kennedy bill and 
absolutely get lawsuits against em-
ployers. 

That is why it is important for us, if 
we agree on the concept—which we 
seem to do—to come together with 
tight language that does not allow em-
ployers to be sued, especially if they 
are not involved in actually denying 
health care that they did not pay for in 
the first place. 

The other thing that I think is con-
ceptual language that we agree on is 
that the appeals process is important 
for us to go through first. All of us 
agree this whole thing is about getting 
health care to the patient. Do we really 
want just access to a courtroom? Or do 
we want access to the emergency room 
and to the hospital and to health care 
providers? 

The appeals process is set up with a 
short time frame to guarantee that 
people will get the health care they 
have paid for in a timely fashion. That 
is really what this whole debate should 
be about—getting people the health 
care they deserve. 

We all know the movie, ‘‘As Good As 
It Gets,’’ where everybody cheered 
when the HMOs—I cannot use the lan-
guage the way they described the 
HMOs—were described in not so favor-
able terms when they denied health 
care to the child that had asthma. 
That is a perfect example of what we 
are trying to fix with a Patients’ Bill 
of Rights—greater access to quality 
health care. 

The appeals process will help us get 
children like that the health care they 
need. That is really a lot of what this 
debate is supposed to be about. 

On the 5 percent where we truly have 
disagreement is where we are going to 
have to sit down and compromise. This 
has to do with whether a person goes to 
State court or goes to Federal court 
with their health care liability suit. 
Neither side is going to get, I think, ev-
erything they want in this. We are 
going to have to come down to some 
kind of compromise. 

The second area of major disagree-
ment deals with the liability provi-
sions. Basically, it has to do with 
whether we are going to cap punitive 
damages and noneconomic damages. 
Are we going to put some reasonable 
limits on some of the liability provi-
sions so we do not end up with these 
outrageous lawsuits? 
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The two sides are going to have to 

come together and realize that a com-
promise is going to be the only way we 
can get a bill passed through the Sen-
ate, passed through the House, and 
signed into law by the President. Oth-
erwise, we are just making political 
hay. Otherwise, all this exercise is 
about is: Can we use this in the 2002 
elections? 

If that is what we are about, then I 
don’t believe we should be here as 
United States Senators. We should be 
here to do the right thing for the 
American people. We were sent here by 
our individual States to stand up and 
do what is right. If people want to 
make political hay, then they can do 
that on a purely individual level. If 
they truly want to get a good Patients’ 
Bill of Rights passed, then we have to 
sit down behind the scenes where the 
cameras aren’t, where the news media 
isn’t, and say: Let’s compromise on 
some of these things that we disagree 
on and come up with language that 
protects employers, makes sure the ap-
peals process is exhausted, and then 
shake hands on the parts we agree to. 

If we can do those procedures, I truly 
believe this Senate will pass a very 
good Patients’ Bill of Rights which will 
help the type of kid that was in ‘‘As 
Good As It Gets’’ get the kind of health 
care he or she deserves. 

I thank the sponsor of the amend-
ment for helping out the self-employed. 
I think it is an important amendment 
that I will be voting for and encourage 
all of the rest of the Senators to do the 
same. I look forward to working with 
the authors of the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights, Senators EDWARDS, KENNEDY, 
and MCCAIN. Hopefully, we can come up 
with some compromise on the rest of 
this language. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 

commend the Senator from Nevada for 
his excellent statement, that spirit of 
cooperation that will ensure we really 
can get a good Patients’ Bill of Rights 
passed and enacted into law this year. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, on the 

first day of debate on the floor of the 
Senate on the Bipartisan Patient Pro-
tection Act, supported by a majority of 
the Senate, a majority of the House of 
Representatives, and virtually every 
health care group in America, what 
was the response of the President of 
the United States? A written veto 
threat on patient protection legisla-
tion. In fact, this written veto threat 
could very easily have been written by 
the big HMOs. It duplicates what we 
have been hearing from the big HMOs 
from the very outset of the fight for 
patients and doctors to give them real 
and meaningful rights. 

It reminds me a great deal of what 
was said to the New York Times by a 
consultant for the big HMOs. When 

brought to his attention that they were 
spending millions of dollars to fight 
against patients and against doctors, 
millions of dollars on lobbyists, broad-
cast television ads and public relations, 
this was his response: 

We’ll spend whatever it takes. 

The HMOs of America are prepared to 
do whatever is necessary and to spend 
whatever it takes to make sure that 
the patients of this country and the 
families of this country never get the 
protection they deserve. 

We have a message for the big HMOs 
of this country. We are prepared to 
fight as long and as hard as is nec-
essary to ensure that finally the big 
HMOs no longer have their privileged 
status, that the families and patients 
of America are protected. That is what 
this debate is about. 

We welcome the participation of the 
President. We would love to have his 
involvement in standing with patients 
and doctors instead of standing with 
the big HMOs. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, 

throughout this debate we have heard 
the same tired old refrain. It is the 
same refrain we hear whenever we con-
front a powerful vested interest on be-
half of the American people: Costs will 
go through the roof; people will lose 
their jobs or their health insurance; 
gloom and doom will envelop the Na-
tion. 

We heard it on the minimum wage. 
We heard it on the family and medical 
leave bill. We heard it on the Kennedy- 
Kassebaum insurance reform bill. 
Every time the special interests 
launched a massive disinformation 
campaign, and every time they were 
wrong. 

Six hundred organizations of doctors, 
nurses, patients, from the American 
Medical Association to the American 
Nurses Association to the American 
Cancer Society, support our bill—vir-
tually the entire medical and patient 
community. Do the opponents really 
expect the American people to believe 
that doctors, nurses, and patients 
would support legislation that would 
cause people to lose their insurance? 
Do they? 

We heard an eloquent statement this 
morning from Senator ZELL MILLER. 
All these claims were made in Georgia 
and all of them proved to be false. I 
hope we can move beyond these false 
charges and get back to the business of 
protecting patients. 

On this amendment, I support pro-
viding full deductibility for the self- 
employed. This can pass the Senate 
any time. It has passed the Senate be-
fore. But on this bill, it is a poison pill. 
It kills the bill. Anyone who votes for 
this amendment is voting against pa-
tient protections. I urge its rejection. 

During the course of the afternoon, 
we heard those on the other side talk-
ing about the importance of the pre-
mium. It was pointed out that the in-

crease over 5 years will be 4.2 percent, 
a little less than under the bill of the 
President, which is 2.9, a point dif-
ference. 

Look what the CEO of United Health 
Group received last year: $54 million in 
annual compensation and $357 million 
in stock options. That particular pay-
ment amounts to $4.31 a month. Ours is 
$1.19 a month. If you want to do some-
thing, there are 7 million employees 
here. This one individual raises the 
cost of the premium by $4.13. Ours, in 
order to protect and grant greater pa-
tient protections, is $1.19. 

Let’s get serious about these facts. 
Let’s get serious about the figures. 
Let’s not just read the HMO script 
sheets. Let’s debate the real issues and 
protect American patients. 

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

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, accord-
ing to an article in Business Week on 
February 19, 2001: 

So far, though, Texans have filed only 
about 15 suits under the new law, and few are 
predicting a barrage of cases, according to 
the State Attorney General John Cornyn, a 
Republican. Similarly, experts say that at 
most only a couple of suits have been filed in 
the other six states with such laws. The rea-
son: Appeals procedures settle most cases be-
fore they get to the lawsuit stage. Except for 
Maine, all states with right-to-sue laws re-
quire patients to complete an external re-
view before going to court. 

That is exactly what this legislation 
calls for. 

We heard from a number of people, 
not about the pending amendment, 
which is unfortunate, but with a lot of 
very strong allegations. 

Senator ZELL MILLER is a former and 
rather successful Governor of the State 
of Georgia where the law was passed. 
According to a media report: 

Miller took the Senate floor and quoted 
from the president’s ‘‘principles’’ for pa-
tients rights, released in February. 

‘‘Only employers who retain responsibility 
for and make final medical decisions should 
be subject to suit,’’ Miller read from the 
White House letter to Congress which be-
came a favorite quotation during the day. 

Miller also said that a Georgia patients’ 
protection law passed two years ago should 
answer any concerns about a flood of law-
suits. 

‘‘When the Georgia Legislature debated 
this law, there were critics, critics who made 
the same arguments we’re hearing in Wash-
ington today,’’ Miller said. 

‘‘In Georgia, they paid for ads saying the 
law would drive up premiums and cause more 
people to lose coverage,’’ he said. ‘‘The crit-
ics paid for ads claiming employers would be 
held liable for HMO mistakes. 

Sound familiar, Mr. President? 
They paid for ads predicting— 

I love this alliteration— 
a flurry of frivolous lawsuits. 

Oh, there was hissing and moaning. But 
you know what? None of those dire pre-
dictions has come true.’’ 

Miller said that the law is ‘‘working well’’ 
and that no patient has filed a lawsuit yet. 

That comes from the former Gov-
ernor of the State of Georgia who 
strongly supports this legislation. 
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Mr. President, I have tried very 

hard—how much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 

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

tried very hard to negotiate a unani-
mous consent agreement concerning 
this pending amendment. I think it is a 
good amendment. Yes, it was passed 
before and it was dropped in conference 
by the Republican leadership as they 
negotiated the tax bill out. That is a 
fact. But it is still a good amendment 
and it is still a good thing to have de-
ductibility for people who have to pay 
for health care insurance. I think it is 
a good one. 

So in my negotiations with the oppo-
nents of this bill, I asked that we go 
ahead and accept this, and maybe even 
two others, as long as it stayed under 
the window of money that is available 
under this legislation, which is called 
for in order to pay for the cost of this 
legislation. Unfortunately, we were un-
able to get an agreement. I am very 
disappointed because I think we could 
have included this. But we had to do it 
in a constitutional fashion. In other 
words, I called for an agreement that 
we would accept the amendment, and 
perhaps even two others, and then we 
would, under unanimous consent, call 
up a revenue bill that would be pending 
at the desk from the other body so as 
to satisfy the blue slip concerns. 

Look, if this amendment is passed 
and it goes to the House, the bill is im-
mediately killed. That may be the in-
tent of the opponents of our legisla-
tion; I don’t know. But let the RECORD 
be clear that I want this amendment 
accepted, and I want us to accept even 
others that could reduce the cost of 
health care to American citizens. But 
we have to do it in a constitutional 
fashion because we all know that a rev-
enue-raising amendment can only 
originate in the other body. So I will 
repeat my unanimous consent request 
as follows: 

I ask unanimous consent that at 5:30 
today the amendment be agreed to and 
that there be no further revenue or 
blue slip material amendments in order 
to this bill; further, that when S. 1052 
is read a third time, it be laid aside and 
the Senate immediately turn to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 69, H.R. 
10; that all after the enacting clause be 
stricken and the text of S. 1052 be sub-
stituted in lieu thereof, the bill be read 
the third time, and the Senate proceed 
to vote on final passage of the bill; and 
that the Senate request a conference 
with the House and the Chair be au-
thorized to appoint conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GREGG. Reserving the right to 
object—— 

Mr. MCCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that my time not be used by this 
reservation. 

Mr. GREGG. Then I will simply ob-
ject. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Obviously, that is ob-
jected to. 

I ask unanimous consent that at 5:30 
today the amendment be agreed to and 
that there be no further revenue or 
blue slip material amendments in order 
to this bill, except for three revenue 
amendments to be offered by each lead-
er or his designee and that each be con-
sidered under the regular order with no 
points of order being waived; further, 
that when S. 1052 is read the third 
time, it be laid aside and the Senate 
immediately turn to the consideration 
of Calendar No. 69, H.R. 10; that all 
after the enacting clause be stricken 
and the text of S. 1052 be substituted in 
lieu thereof, the bill be read a third 
time, and the Senate proceed to vote 
on final passage of the bill; that the 
Senate request a conference with the 
House, and the Chair be authorized to 
appoint conferees. 

Mr. GREGG. Reserving the right to 
object, I will take 30 seconds off our 
time to make my reservation. 

Regarding the unanimous consent re-
quest, as he knows, we said we are will-
ing to talk about this. Due to the tim-
ing, we are not going to be able to re-
solve it. I would be willing to suggest 
that we take out the first part of that 
unanimous consent request and go with 
the language which at least cleans this 
amendment up relative to blue slip lan-
guage, so that the unanimous consent 
would instead read as follows: That 
when S. 1052 is read the third time, it 
be laid aside and the Senate imme-
diately proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 69, H.R. 10, and that all 
after the enacting clause be stricken, 
and the text of S. 1052, as amended, be 
substituted in lieu thereof, and the bill 
then be read the third time, and the 
Senate proceed to a vote on final pas-
sage of the bill. 

The practical effect of that would be 
that at least as to this amendment, 
until we can clear the other issues, we 
would have avoided the blue slip mat-
ter. Would the Senator accept that as 
an amendment to the request? 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, of course 
not, because we—— 

Mr. GREGG. This is not on my time 
anymore. 

Mr. MCCAIN. We would not know 
how many bills—I think three revenue 
bills is reasonable. This is not a rev-
enue bill, Mr. President. This is not a 
tax bill. This is a Patients’ Bill of 
Rights bill. I think it is perfectly rea-
sonable to say that three, as long as 
they fit under the window, would be ap-
propriate. I went from one to three. 

I kept asking the Senator from New 
Hampshire if we could reach agreement 
on numbers of amendments. No. We 
have a lot of amendments. Well, that is 
not what the bill is all about. I am 
willing to agree to three. I think that 
is reasonable. So, obviously, I cannot 
agree to something which is basically 
open ended. 

Mr. GREGG. Reserving the right to 
object, off my time, I say that we are 
willing to talk about the number and, 

unfortunately, in the timeframe to get 
to the vote we were not able to reach a 
conclusion because there are a lot of 
Members who have issues that at least 
marginally affect this question. 

I do think if blue slip is an issue, we 
can correct it right here with the lan-
guage I have proposed. I can under-
stand that the Senator will not accept 
that. I cannot accept his amendment in 
its present context. So I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank the Senator. I 
hope we can reach agreement. In the 
meantime, so this doesn’t become just 
a tax bill, I hope we can agree on three 
and they would fit under the window of 
the revenue that is generated accord-
ing to this legislation, and, by the way, 
the Frist-Breaux proposal has no way 
of raising the money in their legisla-
tion for that. So I hope we can work 
this out because I think it is a worth-
while amendment that would be very 
helpful to low-income Americans. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all first-degree amendments 
be filed by 2 p.m. this Monday. 

Mr. GREGG. Reserving the right to 
object, again, that would be very dif-
ficult to do at this time. Obviously, 
there are a large number of Members 
who have first-degree amendments. It 
is fairly late in the week, and some are 
actually on the move, as I understand 
it. We would have to object to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The time of the Senator from Ari-
zona has expired. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I yield such time 
as he might require to the Senator 
from New Hampshire. How much time 
remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 13 minutes 28 seconds. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the unani-
mous consent I propounded earlier be 
accepted. I will review it: 

That when S. 1052 is read a third 
time, it be laid aside and the Senate 
immediately proceed to the consider-
ation of Calendar No. 69, H.R. 10, and 
that all after the enacting clause be 
stricken and the text of S. 1052, as 
amended, if amended, be substituted in 
lieu thereof, and the bill then be read 
the third time, and the Senate proceed 
to a vote on final passage of the bill. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
make it absolutely clear that if we 
want to, there is no blue slip issue rel-
ative to this bill, this amendment, be-
cause there is a bill sitting at the desk 
that can be dealt with now by this 
unanimous consent, or at the end of 
the day, or when we get to the end of 
the bill. 

The fact is that the blue slip issue is 
truly not an issue because we have a 
vehicle available to us. I ask unani-
mous consent for that request to be ac-
cepted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Objection. 
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Mr. MCCAIN. Reserving the right to 

object. 
Mr. BAUCUS. I will withdraw the ob-

jection if the Senator from Arizona 
wishes to speak. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Reserving the right to 
object. 

Mr. GREGG. On what time is the 
Senator speaking? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I will not make my res-
ervation long in deference to the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. President, I will object. The 
point is, we need to have a finite num-
ber of amendments that we can accept, 
and we need to have it under the win-
dow of revenue that would be allowed 
according to the legislation. I hope we 
can work that out. But we cannot 
allow this simply to turn into a tax 
bill. We have already spent time on 
that. So I will object. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, it is clear 
from this last exchange that the blue 
slip issue is a red herring to throw a 
few more colors on the table. The fact 
is, if we want to address the blue slip 
issue as a Senate, we can clearly do 
that. This amendment should not be 
defeated on the basis of a technicality 
which is clearly correctable. 

This is a good amendment. This is an 
amendment which gets to one of the 
core issues in this bill, which is the 
fact the bill, as proposed by Senator 
MCCAIN and Senator KENNEDY, is a bill 
that will create more uninsured indi-
viduals. I still do not understand how 
we can call it a Patients’ Bill of Rights 
when this bill creates 1.3 million people 
who will not have insurance. To me it 
is not giving rights but taking away 
their capacity to get health insurance. 

At least if this type of bill is going to 
pass, we ought to expand access to 
health insurance in other ways. What 
the Senator from Arkansas has pro-
posed is a very appropriate way to do 
it. It is something that passed the Sen-
ate a number of times before and 
should be passed at this time. 

I want to make a couple of points be-
cause there were a couple points made 
as we have come down to the line. 
There was a representation made that 
we are representing the special inter-
ests. Let me tell my colleagues, those 
1.3 million people are going to lose 
their insurance are the people I am rep-
resenting. The small employer who 
runs a restaurant or a gas station or a 
little business starting out is going to 
have to drop health insurance because 
of this bill. Those are the people I am 
representing. 

We can make the representation on 
our side when you look at the drafting 
of this bill that it was put together 
with certain interests, such as trial 
lawyers, because it so grossly expands 
the opportunity for lawsuits, creating 
new causes of action, creating multiple 
forum choices, creating no punitive 
damage caps, creating no noneconomic 
damage caps, allowing people to escape 
the external appeals process at will. 

We have not said that. It is really in-
appropriate for the other side to be 
making these types of representations. 

The fact is, as has been represented 
on the other side that this bill costs 4.2 
percent over 5 years—this bill costs 4.2 
percent every year in added costs, and 
that point should be made because that 
is a lot of new money that is going to 
have to be borne by the employers. 

Those two points needed to be 
cleared up. I reserve the remainder of 
time for the Senator from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, 
how much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight 
minutes forty-one seconds. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank the 
Chair, and I thank the Senator from 
New Hampshire for his good statement 
regarding the blue slip issue. He called 
it a red herring. It is a red herring. It 
is clear, if we want to adopt this, we 
can. If we want to enact this, we can. 
The whole blue slip smokescreen is a 
distraction from the reality. 

This is something we should do. Most 
of us know we should do it. It is some-
thing we can do. It is not an effort to 
subvert or derail this bill. It is an ef-
fort to improve it. It is most definitely 
relevant to this legislation because 
this legislation will increase the unin-
sured. It is going to do that. I do not 
think there is any doubt about that. 

The CBO says it is going to increase 
costs and, as a result of that 4.2 percent 
increase in cost in premiums, at least 
on top of the inflation that is already 
occurring in the health care industry, 
we are going to see at least 1.3 million 
more uninsured. 

Any effort we can make in this legis-
lation to reduce the uninsured is most 
relevant. This legislation will do that. 

The National Association of Manu-
facturers is going to key vote this. I do 
not blame them. This is a key vote. 
This is an important vote. This is one 
that deals directly with access to 
health care. 

I remind my colleagues as well, every 
bill the House of Representatives has 
passed dealing with a Patients’ Bill of 
Rights has had a tax provision. This is 
a figleaf that is being held up on a blue 
slip, and I do not believe the American 
people will buy that. 

Current law discriminates against 
the self-employed. Corporations are al-
lowed 100-percent deduction. Employ-
ees receive 100-percent exclusion for 
health insurance paid by their employ-
ers, but self-employed individuals still 
are not treated equally. 

We can, with a very modest expense, 
very low expense, move this up a year, 
give them 100-percent deductibility be-
ginning January of next year. We 
should do so. 

We heard a lot about the liability 
concerns in this legislation. They are 
very legitimate concerns. These are 
not special interests talking: 

Chicago Tribune: 
Better to put teeth in administrative re-

view than allow malpractice lawyers to tear 
the entire health insurance system to shreds. 

The Arizona Republic: 
The cost of these reforms is uncertain, but 

it will be borne by businesses that provide 
health care coverage perhaps by their em-
ployees in the form of higher deductibles or 
copayments and by employees who may find 
themselves uninsured if their employer no 
longer provides coverage as a result of in-
creasing costs. 

The Washington Post: 
The threat of a lawsuit should not be what 

governs health care in this country. To the 
extent Congress can avoid or contain that 
awful possibility, we think it should. 

Those are not special interests. 
Those are legitimate concerns about 
what this bill will do to lawsuits and 
litigation across the board. 

Who are the self-employed we want 
to help? There are 12.5 million self-em-
ployed, and 3.1 million of them are un-
insured. We want to minimize the im-
pact on the insured. This is one way we 
can do it. One out of four of those self- 
employed in this country are unin-
sured, almost one out of four. This will 
make insurance closer to a reality for 
those people. Seventy percent of these 
individuals earn less than $50,000. More 
than two-thirds of those who are self- 
employed are not affluent, are not rich. 
They are making less than $50,000 a 
year. 

Then I want my colleagues to think 
as they vote on this amendment not 
just about the 3.1 million who are unin-
sured, who are self-employed, but I 
want them to think about their chil-
dren, those who are family heads. 

The Hutchinson-Bond amendment 
will provide the possibility of insur-
ance not only for 6.4 million children 
who are going to have their situation 
made better, but for the 1 million chil-
dren absolutely uninsured right now. 
That I know is a concern of every 
Member of this body. This is a means 
by which we can help that situation. I 
ask my colleagues to join in an over-
whelming vote in support of this 
amendment. Do not pretend that a 
technicality somehow justifies a ‘‘no’’ 
vote. This is a sincere effort to access 
more people to insurance. 

Mr. President, I 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. HUTCHINSON. I yield back any 

time. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Senator from 
Montana, the chairman of the Finance 
Committee, be recognized for 2 min-
utes, and the Senator from New Hamp-
shire be recognized for 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I oppose 
the pending amendment for several 
reasons. One, the bill before us is a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights; it is not a tax 
bill. We have already passed a tax bill. 
It was a big one, $1.35 trillion, just a 
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short while ago. There could be an op-
portunity later to examine tax issues, 
but this is not the time to do it nor do 
I submit this is the place to do it. 

I oppose this amendment on jurisdic-
tional grounds because the Finance 
Committee is the committee respon-
sible for tax issues, and we will take up 
similar legislation at a later date, but 
this is not the time or the place for a 
tax provision. 

Also, Senator GRASSLEY, the ranking 
member of the committee, agrees—I 
have discussed this with him—this is 
not the time and place to include this 
legislation. The place is in the Finance 
Committee. That is the committee of 
jurisdiction over tax legislation. Sen-
ator GRASSLEY, as do I, has a strong in-
terest in addressing health care-related 
tax cuts, but rather in the context of 
the Finance Committee. He and I 
strongly urge the Senate to reject this 
amendment. This is not the time and 
place to offer tax amendments. 

When all time expires, I will make a 
point of order against the pending 
amendment. 

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I am 
going to yield our time to the Senator 
from Missouri, but I want to make the 
point very clear. If my colleagues vote 
for the point of order against the 
amendment, they will be voting 
against people’s ability to fully deduct 
their health insurance. 

I yield to Senator BOND. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my 

colleague from Arkansas, Senator 
HUTCHINSON, for making this the first 
amendment. My thanks to the Senator 
from New Hampshire for explaining 
very carefully. We can talk about the 
procedure we want, but very simply 
stated, this has been agreed to by the 
Finance Committee before. This is a 
bill that will have tax-related provi-
sions in it. This is a bill that already 
does. We have heard from both the Sen-
ator from Arizona, one of the principal 
sponsors, and the Senator from New 
Hampshire, how we assure that this 
bill is not blue-slipped. 

I urge colleagues to support this 
amendment regardless of the proce-
dural basis on which it is challenged. 
The underlying purpose is to assure 
every self-employed businessperson in 
this Nation and their families that 
they will get full deductibility of 
health care. We want to do something 
good for patients. This is a first step. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Hutchinson-Bond amendment and help 
take a positive step to begin what will 
be a very important and significant de-
bate on how we protect patients. Cut 
through the procedure. The question 
before my colleagues is: Do you want 
to see self-employed individuals have 
full deductibility for health care? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I make a constitu-
tional point of order against the 
Hutchinson amendment on the grounds 
that the amendment would affect reve-
nues on a bill that is not a House-origi-
nated revenue bill. 

I urge Senators to vote aye on the 
point of order. 

Mr. GREGG. Parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. If I wish to support al-

lowing people to deduct their health in-
surance, do I vote no on this amend-
ment? 

Mr. REID. Yes, you vote no. 
Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 

nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It takes 

an affirmative vote to sustain the 
point of order. 

Is there a sufficient second on the re-
quest for the yeas and nays? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the precedents and practices of the 
Senate, the Chair has no power or au-
thority to pass on such a point of 
order. The Chair, therefore, under the 
precedents of the Senate, submits the 
question to the Senate. Is the point of 
order well taken? 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Vermont (Mr. JEFFORDS) and 
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. MILLER) 
are necessarily absent. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SESSIONS) 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. STA-
BENOW). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

[Rollcall Vote No. 194 Leg.] 
YEAS—52 

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

Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
McCain 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—45 

Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Ensign 

Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gramm 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
McConnell 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—3 

Jeffords Miller Sessions 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote the yeas are 52, the nays are 45. 
The point of order is sustained and the 
amendment falls. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I voted to 
sustain the Constitutional Point of 
Order made against the Hutchinson- 
Bond amendment to the Patients’ Bill 
of Rights legislation. While I have in 
the past supported and continue to sup-
port full deductibility of health insur-
ance for the self-employed, I oppose 
this amendment to this bill for several 
reasons. Firstly, the Constitution 
states that tax legislation must origi-
nate in the House of Representatives. 
Attaching this amendment to this bill 
would create parliamentary burdens 
for the Patients’ Bill of Rights legisla-
tion which would be very difficult to 
overcome. This is precisely the reason 
that opponents of this bipartisan legis-
lation are proposing to attach this 
amendment at this time and why Sen-
ator MCCAIN, Senator KENNEDY, and 
Senator EDWARDS, the authors of the 
bipartisan Patients’ Bill of Rights op-
pose this amendment. Secondly, the 
full phase-in of premium deductibility 
is already scheduled to occur in 2003. 
Congress has already speeded up the 
phase-in twice since passing the 1996 
Health Insurance Portability and Ac-
countability Act. Because I strongly 
support the Patients’ Bill of Rights, I 
do not want to see language added to 
the bill which will interfere with its be-
coming law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
think, under the previous agreement, 
there is going to be recognition of the 
Senator from Arizona. We have a very 
important amendment now that will be 
offered by the Senator from Arizona. 
We will only have an hour of debate 
time in the morning. We will come in 
at 9:30. There will be a half hour on 
each side to debate this. But this is 
very important. 

I hope our colleagues will pay close 
attention to the Senator and those who 
address this issue tonight. We look for-
ward to having a good debate and dis-
cussion on this measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Arizona is recognized to offer an 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 809 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

with respect to the opportunity to partici-
pate in approved clinical trials and access 
to specialty care) 
Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, on 

behalf of myself, I send an amendment 
to the desk and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 809. 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF SENATE WITH RESPECT TO 

PARTICIPATION IN CLINICAL TRIALS 
AND ACCESS TO SPECIALTY CARE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 
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(1) Breast cancer is the most common form 

of cancer among women, excluding skin can-
cers. 

(2) During 2001, 182,800 new cases of female 
invasive breast cancer will be diagnosed, and 
40,800 women will die from the disease. 

(3) In addition, 1,400 male breast cancer 
cases are projected to be diagnosed, and 400 
men will die from the disease. 

(4) Breast cancer is the second leading 
cause of cancer death among all women and 
the leading cause of cancer death among 
women between ages 40 and 55. 

(5) This year 8,600 children are expected to 
be diagnosed with cancer. 

(6) 1,500 children are expected to die from 
cancer this year. 

(7) There are approximately 333,000 people 
diagnosed with multiple sclerosis in the 
United States and 200 more cases are diag-
nosed each week. 

(8) Parkinson’s disease is a progressive dis-
order of the central nervous system affecting 
1,000,000 in the United States. 

(9) An estimated 198,100 men will be diag-
nosed with prostate cancer this year. 

(10) 31,500 men will die from prostate can-
cer this year. It is the second leading cause 
of cancer in men. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) men and women battling life-threat-
ening, deadly diseases, including advanced 
breast or ovarian cancer, should have the op-
portunity to participate in a Federally ap-
proved or funded clinical trial recommended 
by their physician; 

(2) an individual should have the oppor-
tunity to participate in a Federally approved 
or funded clinical trial recommended by 
their physician if— 

(A) that individual— 
(i) has a life-threatening or serious illness 

for which no standard treatment is effective; 
(ii) is eligible to participate in a Federally 

approved or funded clinical trial according 
to the trial protocol with respect to treat-
ment of the illness; 

(B) that individual’s participation in the 
trial offers meaningful potential for signifi-
cant clinical benefit for the individual; and 

(C) either— 
(i) the referring physician is a partici-

pating health care professional and has con-
cluded that the individual’s participation in 
the trial would be appropriate, based upon 
the individual meeting the conditions de-
scribed in subparagraph (A); or 

(ii) the participant, beneficiary, or enrollee 
provides medical and scientific information 
establishing that the individual’s participa-
tion in the trial would be appropriate, based 
upon the individual meeting the conditions 
described in subparagraph (A); 

(3) a child with a life-threatening illness, 
including cancer, should be allowed to par-
ticipate in a Federally approved or funded 
clinical trial if that participation meets the 
requirement of paragraph 2; 

(4) a child with a rare cancer should be al-
lowed to go to a cancer center capable of pro-
viding high quality care for that disease; and 

(5) a health maintenance organization’s de-
cision that an in-network physician without 
the necessary expertise can provide care for 
a seriously ill patient, including a woman 
battling cancer, should be appealable to an 
independent, impartial body, and that this 
same right should be available to all Ameri-
cans in need of access to high quality spe-
cialty care. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CORZINE). The Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is not a complicated one. 
In fact, it is very simple and straight-
forward. It simply reiterates the Sen-

ate’s strong support for providing 
strong patient protections to Ameri-
cans who are battling deadly and life- 
threatening illnesses. 

The reason I offer this sense-of-the- 
Senate amendment is that there has 
been a great deal of discussion about 
the difference, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, between the 
cost of the so-called Breaux-Frist pro-
posal and the pending legislation. 

At the outset, so there is no mis-
understanding, this sense of the Senate 
does not in any way tell the HMOs 
what they should cover and what they 
should not cover. That is not the point. 
The point is that when these are cov-
ered, there are obviously increased 
costs, but the reasons for covering 
them are compelling. The reason I just 
had the resolution read is the really 
compelling statistics: 182,800 women 
this year will be diagnosed with 
invasive breast cancer; 40,800 women 
will die from the disease; 1,500 children 
are expected to die from cancer this 
year; an estimated 198,100 American 
men will be diagnosed with prostate 
cancer; 31,500 men will die from pros-
tate cancer this year. 

What I am trying to say is that we 
think there are additional costs associ-
ated with coverage for a disease that 
affects literally millions of Americans. 

The CBO, the Congressional Budget 
Office, scored the Frist-Breaux pro-
posal as increasing premiums by 2.9 
percent. They scored our proposal as 
being a 4.2-percent increase in pre-
mium cost. This is the estimated ulti-
mate effect of the Bipartisan Patients’ 
Bill of Rights on premiums for em-
ployer-sponsored health insurance in 
percent. 

I point out that the Congressional 
Budget Office costs out in lawsuits and 
damages an increase in premiums 
under the Breaux-Frist bill of .4 per-
cent; our bill, .8 percent. So there is a 
.4 percent difference in their esti-
mate—and we argue with that esti-
mate—in costs associated with the pro-
visions for litigation or remedies, law-
suits and damages, in this bill. I want 
to emphasize, .4 percent. 

The overall difference, according to 
CBO, is 1.3 percent, the difference be-
tween 2.9 and 4.2. But the difference as-
sociated with lawsuits and damages is 
.4 percent. 

Where do the other differences, ac-
cording to CBO, occur? Well, timely ac-
cess to specialists. They believe it 
would increase premiums by .1 percent 
and ours .3 percent. On charges for in-
dividuals participating in approved 
clinical trials, they say it would in-
crease costs by .5 percent and ours by .8 
percent. The right to hold health plans 
accountable—that is, the review of 
health care plans—the Breaux-Frist 
bill increases cost by .8 percent and 
ours by 1.2 percent, which is a dif-
ference of .4 percent—adding up to an 
overall additional cost in premiums, 
the Breaux-Frist proposal of 2.9 per-
cent, and ours, the pending legislation, 
of 4.2 percent. 

My point is, as we have already seen, 
the majority of the debate has been 
centered around the allegation that 
there will be an explosion of litigation 
and lawsuits. That is not according to 
our view nor that of the former Gov-
ernor, Senator ZELL MILLER, who spoke 
this morning of his experience as Gov-
ernor of the State of Georgia, nor is it 
true in the CBO estimates. 

I happen to personally believe that 
clinical trials are important and should 
be part of health maintenance organi-
zation coverage, but that is up to the 
HMO. I happen to believe that treat-
ment for breast cancer should be part 
of an HMO’s coverage, but I also be-
lieve that that is up to the health 
maintenance organization. 

What I am trying to do here is put 
the Senate on record of being in favor 
of trying to address these illnesses 
which affect so many Americans, and it 
is our view, as a body, that these 
causes of death—breast cancer is the 
second leading cause of cancer death 
among all women and the leading cause 
of cancer death among women between 
ages 40 and 55—that there are protec-
tions that all Americans should receive 
under HMOs. 

I stress again, we are not in any way 
mandating that those should be cov-
ered. We are entitled, as a body, to ex-
press our opinion and our sense. That is 
why it is a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion and not any mandate that would 
be in the form of another amendment. 

This does not encourage excessive 
new mandates for health plans. It sim-
ply says that if the plan provides cer-
tain benefits, such as cancer care, then 
that plan cannot stop a qualified pa-
tient from participating in an approved 
or funded clinical trial. 

So I hope my colleagues will agree on 
this amendment. 

I have a letter from the American 
Cancer Society in support of increased 
access to clinical trials, prompt and di-
rect access to medical specialists, and 
strong, independent, and timely exter-
nal grievance and appeals procedures. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter be printed in the RECORD. 

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

AMERICAN CANCER SOCIETY, 
Washington, DC, June 13, 2001. 
Hon. JOHN MCCAIN, 
U.S. Senate, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: On behalf of the 

American Cancer Society and its 28 million 
supporters, I am writing to respectfully re-
quest that you allow debate on the Patients’ 
Bill of Rights to move forward and that you 
support S. 283/S. 872, the ‘‘Bipartisan Patient 
Protection Act of 2001.’’ As the largest vol-
untary health organization dedicated to im-
proving cancer care, the Society has set the 
enactment of a patients’ bill of rights that 
provides strong, comprehensive protections 
to all patients in managed care plans as one 
of its top legislative priorities for this ses-
sion of Congress. 

While the Society does not have a position 
on health plan liability, we have identified 
several other provisions that are critical to 
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cancer patients. Specifically, we advocate 
patient protection legislation that provides 
all insured patients with: 

Increased access to clinical trials—assur-
ing that cancer patients who need access to 
the often lift-saving treatments provided in 
both federally and privately-funded or ap-
proved high-quality, peer-reviewed clinical 
trials have the same coverage for routine pa-
tient care costs (e.g., physician visits, blood 
work, etc.) as patients receiving standard 
care. 

Prompt and direct access to medical spe-
cialists. Patients facing serious or life 
threatening illnesses, such as cancer, need 
continuity of care, the option of designating 
their specialist as their primary care pro-
vider, and the ability to have a standing re-
ferral to their specialist for ongoing care. 

Strong, independent, and timely external 
grievance and appeals procedures. 

As of today, the ‘‘Bipartisan Patient Pro-
tection Act of 2001’’ (S. 283/S. 872) is the only 
bill under consideration by the Senate that 
fully meets these criteria. 

We are particularly pleased that S. 283/S. 
872 includes a strong clinical trials provision 
that provides access for cancer patients and 
others with serious and life threatening dis-
eases to both federally and privately-spon-
sored high-quality, peer-reviewed trials. 
Clinical trials are a critical treatment op-
tion for current cancer patients and are also 
essential in our nation’s efforts to win the 
War Against Cancer. Without clinical trials, 
new or improved treatments would languish 
in the laboratory, never reaching the pa-
tients who need them. Unfortunately, only 
three percent of cancer patients currently 
enroll in clinical trials. Part of the problem 
is that many health insurers refuse coverage 
for a patient’s routine care costs if the pa-
tient enrolls in a clinical trial—effectively 
denying access to possibly life-saving treat-
ment. 

S. 283/S. 872 would remove this financial 
barrier by requiring health insurance plans 
to cover the same routine patient care costs 
that they would cover if the patient were re-
ceiving standard therapy. It is important to 
note that the legislation would not require 
the health plans to cover new costs—they 
would not be required to cover the research- 
related costs or even the cost of the actual 
drug. 

The Society also strongly supports the 
clinical trials provision because it offers pa-
tients access to a broad range of clinical 
trials—including new drug trials approved by 
the Food & Drug Administration (FDA)— 
helping to ensure that no one is left behind 
as we march forward in our fight against 
cancer. The recently FDA-approved oral 
anti-cancer drug Gleevec is a prime example 
of the important role privately-funded trials 
play in our War Against Cancer. This revolu-
tionary new drug, developed by the pharma-
ceutical industry, has offered hope to many 
patients suffering from chronic myelogenous 
leukemia (CML). Just as the Society believes 
that health insurance plans should cover the 
same routine patient care costs that they 
would cover if the patient were receiving 
standard therapy, we also believe that this 
requirement should be the same regardless of 
who is funding the trial. Patients continue 
to pay premiums for this care and should not 
be forced to go through burdensome adminis-
trative hurdles solely because their best 
treatment option is being developed by the 
private instead of the public sector. As a re-
sult, the Society feels very strongly that any 
clinical trials provision adopted by Congress 
must include the innovative treatments 
being developed in FDA-approved trials. 

While we appreciate the efforts of Senators 
Frist and Breaux to include a clinical trials 
provision in their alternative bill, S. 889, the 

provision falls far short of the protections 
needed by cancer patients. Specifically, the 
Frist-Breaux proposal would exclude many 
new drug trials that are approved by the 
FDA—trials that are essential to providing 
quality cancer care. S. 889 would also create 
a negotiated rulemaking procedure to de-
velop a new definition of routine patient care 
costs instead of relying on the existing Medi-
care definition already in use. It is impor-
tant to note that this definition has already 
been vetted through a federal rulemaking 
procedure. Further, managed care plans who 
participate in Medicare + Choice are already 
following the Medicare definition. Dupli-
cating this effort would be a waste of scarce 
federal resources and subject patients to a 
needless waiting game that could be the dif-
ference between life and death for some can-
cer patients. 

The diagnosis of cancer is devastating—pa-
tients must not only confront an array of 
medical decisions, they must cope with the 
financial and emotional burdens as well. We 
strongly believe that cancer patients in man-
aged care plans must be assured of access to 
clinical trials this year and hope to continue 
to work with you to achieve our mutual 
goals. 

Cancer patients have been waiting for en-
actment of a strong, comprehensive Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights for several years. For 
many current and future cancer patients, en-
actment of this legislation is a life-or-death 
issue. Please do your part and support S. 283/ 
S. 872, the ‘‘Bipartisan Patient Protection 
Act of 2001.’’ If you or your staff have any ad-
ditional questions, please contact Megan 
Gordon, Manager of Federal Government Re-
lations (202–661–5716). 

Sincerely, 
DANIEL E. SMITH, 

National Vice President, 
Federal and State Government Relations. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. I thank my colleague 

from Arizona for the sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution. I think it is important 
to bring this up early in the debate. 

The Senator from Arizona, in his res-
olution, spells out the grim statistics 
about the fatal diseases which Ameri-
cans and their families fight every sin-
gle day. He notes the fact regarding 
breast cancer, the most common form 
of cancer among women, excluding 
skin cancer, that during the year 2001, 
182,800 new cases of female invasive 
breast cancer will be diagnosed and 
40,800 women will die from the disease. 
Fourteen hundred male breast cancer 
cases are projected to be diagnosed, 400 
to die from the disease. Breast cancer 
is the second leading cause of cancer 
death among all women. The leading 
cause, of course, is lung cancer. This 
year, 8,600 children are expected to be 
diagnosed with cancer; 500 will die from 
that disease. Three hundred thirty- 
three thousand people in our country 
are diagnosed with multiple sclerosis; 
200 more cases each week. Parkinson’s 
disease is a progressive disorder of the 
central nervous system affecting a mil-
lion in the United States, and the num-
bers are growing. An estimated 198,000 
men will be diagnosed with prostate 
cancer this year; 31,500 will die from 
this disease. It is the second leading 
cause of cancer among men. 

The reason these statistics are im-
portant and the sense-of-the-Senate 

resolution is so important is that Sen-
ator MCCAIN, as well as this bipartisan 
legislation, addresses the hope that we 
have to deal with this scourge of dis-
ease and all the pain and sorrow and 
suffering it brings to so many people. 

What we are talking about are clin-
ical trials. Clinical trials are an at-
tempt by the medical profession to find 
new therapies and new approaches that 
may be promising and may create 
breakthroughs for people who have lost 
hope. 

HMOs, the health insurance compa-
nies, many times deny access to these 
clinical trials. 

Think about that for a moment: You 
visit your doctor and he says there is a 
suspicion that there may be a serious 
problem. You come back for a final di-
agnosis and you learn it is, in fact, a 
very serious disease; in fact, it is so se-
rious that there is no known cure. But 
there is a clinical trial on the way at a 
hospital or a university that is trying a 
new approach, something that may 
have a significant impact on your dis-
ease. You ask how much it costs. Of 
course, it could be very expensive. Can 
you pay for it personally? Some people 
can, but most can’t. So you call your 
health insurance company and say to 
the health insurance company: I have 
this bad diagnosis, but I have a chance. 
There is a clinical trial. 

Sadly, too many health insurance 
companies say: No, we are not going to 
cover it. We can’t afford it. 

Clinical trials represent the gold 
standard of care for cancer patients 
across the United States. Yet only 3 
percent of the eligible adults are en-
rolled in clinical trials for the treat-
ment of cancer. 

The General Accounting Office has 
found that patient participation in 
clinical trials is often dependent on 
this approval by the insurance com-
pany. They found that, increasingly, 
HMOs and health insurance companies 
are saying no to these clinical trials. 

Yesterday, I had a very interesting 
visit in my office, unplanned, when a 
young lady from Chicago came in and 
asked at the last minute to see me. She 
was in town to testify at a committee 
on which I don’t serve. Her name is Liz 
Cohen. She was here with her husband 
Richard. Liz is a cancer survivor. She 
was testifying before a subcommittee 
about clinical trials and medical re-
search. Liz was diagnosed with 
lymphoma about 6 years ago. Luckily 
for her, she told me that she was will-
ing to put up a fight with the insurance 
company to make sure she got into the 
clinical trial. She said—and I certainly 
agree with her—that many people are 
not so fortunate. How could anybody 
afford the thousands of dollars it would 
cost to go through one of those clinical 
trials? We talked about one of the new 
miracle drugs for cancer that has just 
come on the market. It is known as 
Gleevac. The pharmaceutical industry 
developed this revolutionary drug for 
chronic myelogenous leukemia and it 
has now been approved by the FDA in 
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a record 2-month period of time. That 
may have been one of the fastest ap-
provals ever. 

The trials for this groundbreaking 
new treatment were privately funded, 
but approved by the FDA. Why is that 
important in this debate? Many people 
on the Republican side of the aisle tell 
you there is very little difference be-
tween the Breaux-Frist bill and the one 
being offered on our side, the Kennedy- 
Edwards-McCain bill. 

Listen to the situation that faced Liz 
Cohen, where this breakthrough drug 
came about as a result of a clinical 
trial approved by the FDA. Under the 
McCain-Edwards bill, the one I support, 
the bipartisan bill, this type of clinical 
trial approved by the FDA would be 
covered. The Frist bill would not cover 
the trial for patients with this form of 
leukemia because they don’t require 
coverage for FDA approved trials. They 
make a distinction which, frankly, 
from the point of view of a patient 
makes no difference whatsoever. If you 
are talking about a clinical trial and a 
breakthrough drug, how important is it 
for you to know whether it is FDA ap-
proved or not? If it is approved, why 
would your health insurance company 
not cover it? 

It seems unfair for Congress to limit 
treatment options based on who is 
funding the clinical trial. That is ex-
actly what the bills do. The bill offered 
on the Republican side by Senator 
FRIST and Senator BREAUX is a bill 
that would have denied her the access 
to that clinical trial. Our bill would 
have given her that access. 

There are other major problems with 
the Frist bill, not the least of which is 
the fact that it imposes a lengthy rule-
making process in terms of this whole 
clinical trial issue. It is estimated that 
they would not be able to decide the 
rules relative to these clinical trials 
before fiscal year 2004, maybe as late as 
2007. Can you think about that for a 
moment—that we would wait 5, 6, or 7 
years for rulemaking under the Frist 
bill on clinical trials? Would you like 
to try to explain that in a doctor’s of-
fice to someone desperate for a break-
through so that they can live? 

That is what is at stake here. The 
clock is not just running on rule-
making; the clock is running on life or 
death. That is the difference between 
the bills. 

The Frist bill also provides the HMO 
with an opportunity to refuse to cover 
unanticipated patient care costs as a 
result of a clinical trial. So even if you 
get access to a clinical trial and pay 
with your own money, you have to 
hope you won’t suffer side effects, or 
you might be on your own paying for 
the bills out of your own pocket. 

Clinical trials are sometimes the 
only hope that a family has. The Frist 
and Breaux bill, sadly, would extin-
guish that hope. In an effort to protect 
the insurance company’s bottom line, 
their bill would rob cancer patients 
sometimes of their last chance. 

I hope when we look at clinical 
trials, there will be honest information 

given on the Senate floor. The Mayo 
Clinic and the Memorial Sloan-Ket-
tering Cancer Center have done stud-
ies. They have concluded that the cost 
of a clinical trial is usually comparable 
to the cost of other treatment. But the 
clinical trials are important because 
they try to push the envelope and find 
new approaches, new therapies, new 
drugs, things that could be used for 
everybody’s good benefit later on. They 
give an example. They went to the 
Mayo Clinic, to the National Cancer In-
stitute, and found that after one year 
the cost for a cancer chemotherapy 
trial was $24,645. For those under 
standard care, it was $23,964. The dif-
ference is not significant. For a person 
desperate to find a cure, the difference 
makes the importance of this debate 
come through very clearly. 

Another study at Memorial Sloan- 
Kettering Cancer Center found that 
clinical trial patients spend less time 
in the hospital, lower costs for radi-
ation therapy, fewer drugs and sup-
plies, and fewer operating room proce-
dures. Overall costs for clinical trial 
patients were 20 percent less than 
those patients in standard care. 

Why do the insurance companies say 
no? It is not a matter of cost. It is a 
question about how far they will go if 
you leave them alone. The reason for 
this Patients’ Bill of Rights is to make 
sure that families across America have 
these rights and guarantees and protec-
tions. 

What we are seeking to do with the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Arizona is to put the Senate on 
record, to stand up for clinical trials, 
stand up for the bipartisan bill that 
guarantees access to these important 
life-or-death clinical trials. I am happy 
to stand in support of the Senator’s 
amendment. I hope all of my col-
leagues, regardless of their party affili-
ation, will understand that the diseases 
that affect Americans don’t know any 
party label. They affect everybody— 
Republican, Democrat, or Independent. 
I hope all my colleagues will join in 
supporting this amendment. I thank 
the Senator for bringing it to the floor. 

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

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend from Illinois for the eloquent 
statement. I want to make a brief com-
ment about the last vote. 

I believe we made a good-faith effort 
in order to see that we could cir-
cumscribe the number of tax amend-
ments that would be on this bill. I 
thought it was a good-faith effort. Ob-
viously, that offer was not accepted. I 
want to continue to work to see if we 
can work that out. 

In a larger sense, we had some pretty 
strong rhetoric on the floor after our 
first day of debate on this issue. But 
time after time, I hear the statement 
made by my colleagues on both sides of 
this legislation that we want a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. There is ac-
knowledgement that we are in agree-
ment on 90 percent of this issue. Well, 

then, let’s really get serious about ne-
gotiating. Let’s sit down together. 

I know I speak for the supporters of 
this legislation when I say there is 
nothing that we feel is not negotiable. 
We cannot betray principle, but it is 
interesting that we go over the Presi-
dent’s principles and we find that we 
are not in any disagreement with the 
message that was sent over from the 
White House as far as the President’s 
principles are concerned. If we are in 
agreement on the principles, then it 
seems to me there should be no reason 
why we can’t reason together—whether 
it be on employer liability, or whether 
it be on the external appeals process, 
or whether it be in other areas that di-
vide us. 

So I hope that we will take this op-
portunity after the vote tomorrow to 
contemplate it over the weekend, rec-
ognizing that the majority leader has 
stated that we will be on this bill until 
its conclusion, and take the oppor-
tunity to engage in serious negotia-
tions because I don’t think that we are 
that far apart on this issue. 

It is not our desire in any way, shape, 
or form to incur a veto. I was some-
what disappointed at the President’s 
message today concerning the threat of 
veto because given the reasons listed, 
frankly, we believe that we are in com-
pliance. 

So I hope that we can, tomorrow, and 
in the week ahead, have some meaning-
ful negotiations and discussions so that 
we can reach an outcome that meets 
the goal that all of us state over and 
over and over again on the floor of the 
Senate, that we want an HMO Patients’ 
Bill of Rights. 

I believe we can achieve it, and I 
hope today’s debate—5 hours on an 
amendment that has to do with rev-
enue—will not be the practice we con-
tinue here. Otherwise, it will be a long 
time before we complete consideration 
of this legislation. I, like 99 of my col-
leagues, do have plans for the Fourth 
of July. So I hope we can, not only be-
cause of the virtues and merits of the 
issues, but also for less noble reasons, 
try to get this issue resolved. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I too, 

join my colleagues in commending the 
Senator from Arizona for bringing this 
to our attention. It brings focus to two 
very important protections of this leg-
islation. It is appropriate we bring 
focus to these two protections. Many of 
the other protections are essential as 
well, but I think these two are of spe-
cial importance and concern because 
the clinical trials part of this legisla-
tion is the key, the basis of translating 
the breakthrough drugs to American 
families. If we do not have the clinical 
trials, that is not going to happen, and 
we are in the century of life science. 

Specialty care is of enormous impor-
tance. We may have challenges in our 
health care system, but we have well- 
trained, highly skilled professionals. 
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Specialization has brought a quality of 
instruction, comprehension, and expe-
rience to so many of our medical pro-
fessionals that their knowledge in 
areas of specialization every single day 
makes extraordinary differences to 
families. The Senator from Arizona has 
brought special focus to both of these 
areas. 

I want to mention a few points about 
why I think this amendment is needed 
and why I support it. I will explain the 
reason why this amendment is impor-
tant. 

Two of the biggest loopholes in the 
bill sponsored by our opponents are in 
the sections providing access to clin-
ical trials and specialty care. Under 
their bill, the patients do not have ac-
cess to critical FDA-approved clinical 
trials. Access to trials is potentially 
delayed for years because of a cum-
bersome administrative process. 

Their proposal for access to spe-
ciality care is not a right because it 
lets the HMO decide whether the child 
needs specialty care, but the decision is 
not appealable. 

Do my colleagues understand that? If 
you have a situation where a child has 
cancer, as my own son did—we went to 
our general pediatrician, and he was 
able to tell us very quickly about the 
importance of going to a pediatric 
oncologist. 

He visited an oncologist and received 
recommendations and supervision. 
There are about 2,000 of these cases 
each year. He was admitted into a clin-
ical trial in which 22 children at that 
time had actually survived. But that 
particular clinical trial was breath-
taking in its success. There are still a 
number of fatalities, but it changed 
from about a 10 or 15 percent chance of 
survival to only a 10 or 15 percent 
chance of mortality. I have seen the 
importance of this in a very important 
way. 

A ‘‘yes’’ vote on this amendment will 
effectively take this issue off the table 
and put the Senate on record as saying 
that women and children with cancer, 
and any American with a dreadful dis-
ease, should have the opportunity to 
see a specialist qualified to treat the 
disease. They should have the oppor-
tunity to participate in a potentially 
lifesaving clinical trial. 

Earlier today, I was talking about 
the importance of specialty care when 
serious and complex illnesses strike. It 
is critical to get the best specialty care 
that is needed. Denial of access to 
needed specialists is also one of the 
most common abuses in the current 
system. 

According to a survey at the Univer-
sity of California School of Public 
Health, 35,000 patients every day are 
denied specialty referrals. One of those 
patients was little Sarah Pedersen of 
San Mateo, CA. 

Sarah was born with a brain tumor. 
When she was 3, it became clear she 
needed aggressive treatment to save 
her life, including brain biopsies and 
chemotherapy. Her neurosurgeon knew 

that Sarah needed to be seen by a doc-
tor specializing in brain tumors in chil-
dren, and there was no qualified doctor 
in her family’s health plan. When 
Sarah’s mother, Brenda, a nurse, asked 
to go outside the network, her HMO 
said no. The HMO said: We are not giv-
ing you second best, we are giving you 
what is on the list. 

After months of fighting with the 
HMO, it finally agreed to let Sarah see 
someone qualified to treat her condi-
tion. Her chemotherapy began. Every-
one knows chemotherapy causes severe 
nausea and vomiting. The HMO denied 
Sarah’s $54 prescription for antinausea 
medication because it was too expen-
sive. Finally, Sarah’s family was able 
to switch insurance companies and get 
proper care for their child. 

There you have it, two parents facing 
one of the worst nightmares a family 
can have: a child with cancer. Instead 
of being able to focus on dealing with 
that terrible stress and working to give 
their child the comfort and assistance 
they can, they have to spend their en-
ergy fighting with an insurance com-
pany simply to get the child access to 
an appropriate specialist. 

Sarah was lucky in the sense that the 
HMO’s delays did not kill her, but what 
a burden for her family to face and 
what a travesty of common decency. 
Passage of our legislation will assure 
that every family with a child who has 
cancer can get the specialty care they 
need without the dangerous delays. 

Women with cancer face special bur-
dens. They must cope with a dreaded 
and often deadly disease. They need 
prompt specialty care. Often their best 
hope for a cure or precious extra 
months or years of life is participation 
in a clinical trial, but too often both 
are lacking. 

When a woman with advanced breast 
or cervical cancer reaches a qualified 
specialist, the best—and sometimes the 
only—therapeutic choice is participa-
tion in a clinical trial. But too often, 
women with cancer and their physi-
cians must fight HMOs to take advan-
tage of this opportunity. Diane Bergin, 
a wife and mother of three children, 
suffered from ovarian cancer. Partici-
pation in clinical trials has prolonged 
her life, gave her hope, and offered the 
prospect of better care for future 
women suffering from this terrible dis-
ease. She was allowed to participate in 
clinical trials—but she had to fight 
every step of the way—and she knows 
that other women were not so fortu-
nate. Here is what she said, ‘‘No one 
facing a serious illness should be de-
nied access to care because that treat-
ment is being provided through a clin-
ical trial. Sometimes, it is the only 
hope we have. And the benefit to me, 
whether short or long-term, will surely 
help those women who come after me 
seeking a cure, a chance to prolong 
their life for just a little while, just so 
that they can attend a graduation, or a 
wedding, or the birth of a grandchild.’’ 

Traditionally, the insurance compa-
nies have paid the routine doctor and 

hospital costs associated with clinical 
trials. 

According to the CBO, 90 percent of 
the cost of such trials is paid by the in-
surance companies. But managed care 
is reversing that policy, with dev-
astating effects on patients and re-
searchers alike. 

Diane Bergen was a patient at the 
Lombardi Cancer Center in Wash-
ington. Karen Steckley, a nurse, is di-
rector of clinical operations at the cen-
ter. She has eight full-time master 
level nurses on her staff who spend vir-
tually all of their time, not in patient 
care, but in arguing with managed care 
companies. These companies do not 
want to pay for clinical trials, even 
when it is clearly the best treatment 
available for a patient. Often Ms. 
Steckley’s team is able to get patients 
into trials. But sometimes they fail 
and patients suffer or die needlessly as 
a result. 

Our legislation will end this abuse. 
That is one reason it has been endorsed 
by virtually every organization in the 
country representing cancer patients. 

We have heard moving testimony on 
the subject. In one of the many forums 
we held on access to specialists for can-
cer patients, we heard from Dr. Mirtha 
Casimir, a distinguished Texas 
oncologist. Dr. Casimir talked about 
the heartbreaking stories of cancer pa-
tients whose HMOs delay and deny ac-
cess to specialty care—often until it is 
too late. When Dr. Casimir gets a pa-
tient whose cancer has progressed sub-
stantially from the initial diagnosis to 
the time they are allowed to seek need-
ed specialty care, she often flips to the 
front of the chart. Nine times out of 
ten, the insurer is an HMO. Every cen-
timeter a cancer grows can mean the 
difference between a good chance at 
life and the likelihood of death. Every 
centimeter represents potentially dev-
astating and avoidable pain, suffering, 
and death for a patient and a family. 

Dr. Casimir’s message was clear: Pass 
the Patients’ Bill of Rights so more 
cancer patients will not die needlessly. 
That is exactly what the McCain 
amendment will accomplish, some-
thing which the underlying amendment 
on clinical trials fails to do. 

Congress took action last year in the 
area of the Medicare and Medicare Plus 
by establishing the protocol for shared 
costs between the industry and clinical 
trials. All of that was worked out. The 
basic agreement is completely con-
sistent with the Institute of Medicine’s 
recommendation. It is working and 
working well. Yet under their proposal, 
they have to go through the whole ad-
ministrative process once again to try 
to determine the costs. The best esti-
mates would take 5 to 6 years. That 
kind of delay is not acceptable. 

The opponent’s bill also excludes 
FDA trials which, as we have men-
tioned previously, are a source of enor-
mous importance. So many of these 
trials involve pharmaceutical compa-
nies on the cutting edge of break-
through drugs, drugs that offer enor-
mous opportunities. A patient cannot 
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even gain entrance into the clinical 
trial unless the doctor makes the de-
termination that there is a reasonable 
chance of success. Still, under the 
Frist-Breaux proposal, the clinical 
trials provision does not give the clear 
guarantees that are in the McCain 
amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that two 
letters be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks, one from 
the American Cancer Society and an-
other from the Cancer Leadership 
Council. 

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

(See Exhibit No. 1.) 
Mr. KENNEDY. From the Cancer 

Leadership Council: 
On behalf of cancer patient advo-

cates, health care professionals and re-
search organizations, the undersigned 
organizations thank you for your vital 
leadership in introducing a Patients’ 
Bill of Rights that provides comprehen-
sive coverage for routine patient care 
costs in clinical trials. Notably, your 
legislation covers ALL high quality 
clinical trials, not just those sponsored 
by government funding agencies. As 
cancer drug development is increas-
ingly undertaken by the pharma-
ceutical and biotechnology industries, 
it is essential that their trials be acces-
sible to cancer patients, and your legis-
lation will achieve this result. In addi-
tion, your bill provides a workable def-
inition of ‘‘routine patient care costs’’ 
that will enable implementation to 
proceed expeditiously. 

That is what the McCain amendment 
is all about. 

The American Cancer Society talks 
about increased access and about as-
suring that the cancer patients who 
need access get access to clinical 
trials. Access must be available to 
trials that involve lifesaving treat-
ments provided in both federally and 
privately funded trials. Approved high- 
quality peer reviews are an essential 
component of this process. Clinical 
trials should have the same coverage 
for routine patient care costs as pa-
tients receiving standard care. 

This is an enormously important pro-
tection for the American people. We 
should embrace it, endorse it, and en-
sure this kind of patient protection is 
included in any successful Patients’ 
Bill of Rights legislation. 

EXHIBIT NO. 1 

AMERICAN CANCER SOCIETY, 
Washington, DC, June 13, 2001. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: On behalf of the 
American Cancer Society and its 28 million 
supporters, I am writing to respectfully re-
quest that you allow debate on the Patients’ 
Bill of Rights to move forward and that you 
support S. 283/S. 872, the ‘‘Bipartisan Patient 
Protection Act of 2001.’’ As the largest vol-
untary health organization dedicated to im-
proving cancer care, the Society has set the 
enactment of a patients’ bill of rights that 
provides strong, comprehensive protections 
to all patients in managed care plans as one 
of its top legislative priorities for this ses-
sion of Congress. 

While the Society does not have a position 
on health plan liability, we have identified 
several other provisions that are critical to 
cancer patients. Specifically, we advocate 
patient protection legislation that provides 
all insured patients with: 

Increased access to clinical trials—assur-
ing that cancer patients who need access to 
the often life-saving treatments provided in 
both federally and privately-funded or ap-
proved high-quality, peer-reviewed clinical 
trails have the same coverage for routine pa-
tient care costs (e.g., physician visits, blood 
work, etc.) as patients receiving standard 
care. 

Prompt and direct access to medical spe-
cialists. Patients facing serious or life 
threatening illnesses, such as cancer, need 
continuity of care, the option of designating 
their specialist as their primary care pro-
vider, and the ability to have a standing re-
ferral to their specialist for ongoing care. 

Strong, independent, and timely external 
grievance and appeals procedures. 

As of today, the ‘‘Bipartisan Patient Pro-
tection Act of 2001’’ (S. 283/S. 872) is the only 
bill under consideration by the Senate that 
fully meets these criteria. 

We are particularly pleased that S. 283/S. 
872 includes a strong clinical trials provision 
that provides access for cancer patients and 
others with serious and life threatening dis-
eases to both federally and privately-spon-
sored high-quality, peer-reviewed trials. 
Clinical trials are a critical treatment op-
tion for current cancer patients and are also 
essential in our nation’s efforts to win the 
War Against Cancer. Without clinical trials, 
new or improved treatments would languish 
in the laboratory, never reaching the pa-
tients who need them. Unfortunately, only 
three percent of cancer patients currently 
enroll in clinical trials. Part of the problem 
is that many health insurers refuse coverage 
for a patient’s routine care costs if the pa-
tient enrolls in a clinical trial—effectively 
denying access to possibly life-saving treat-
ment. 

S. 283/S. 872 would remove this financial 
barrier by requiring health insurance plans 
to cover the same routine patients care costs 
that they would cover if the patient were re-
ceiving standard therapy. It is important to 
note that the legislation would not require 
the health plans to cover new costs—they 
would not be required to cover research-re-
lated costs or even the cost of the actual 
drug. 

The Society also strongly supports the 
clinical trials provision because it offers pa-
tients access to a broad range of clinical 
trials—including new drug trials approved by 
the Food and Drug Administration (FDA)— 
helping to ensure that no one is left behind 
as we march forward in our fight against 
cancer. The recently FDA-approved oral 
anti-cancer drug Gleevec is a prime example 
of the important role privately-funded trials 
play in our War Against Cancer. This revolu-
tionary new drug, developed by the pharma-
ceutical industry, has offered hope to many 
patients suffering from chronic myelogenous 
leukemia (CML). Just as the Society believes 
that health insurance plans should cover the 
same routine patient care costs that they 
would cover if the patient were receiving 
standard therapy, we also believe that this 
requirement should be the same regardless of 
who is funding the trial. Patients continue 
to pay premiums for this care and should not 
be forced to go through burdensome adminis-
trative hurdles solely because their best 
treatment option is being developed by the 
private instead of the public sector. As a re-
sult, the Society feels very strongly that any 
clinical trials provision adopted by Congress 
must include the innovative treatments 
being developed in FDA-approved trials. 

While we appreciate the efforts of Senators 
FRIST and BREAUX to include a clinical trials 
provision in their alternative bill, S. 889, the 
provision falls far short of the protections 
needed by cancer patients. Specifically, the 
Frist-Breaux proposal would exclude many 
new drug trials that are approved by the 
FDA—trials that are essential to providing 
quality cancer care. S. 889 would also create 
a negotiated rulemaking procedure to de-
velop a new definition of routine patient care 
instead of relying on the existing Medicare 
definition already in use. It is important to 
note that this definition has already been 
vetted through a federal rulemaking proce-
dure. Further, managed care plans who par-
ticipate in MedicareChoice are already fol-
lowing the Medicare definition. Duplicating 
this effort would be a waste of scarce federal 
resources and subject patients to a needless 
waiting game that could be the difference be-
tween life and death for some cancer pa-
tients. 

The diagnosis of cancer is devastating—pa-
tients must not only confront an array of 
medical decisions, they must cope with the 
financial and emotional burdens as well. We 
strongly believe that cancer patients in man-
aged care plans must be assured of access to 
clinical trials this year and hope to continue 
to work with you to achieve our mutual 
goals. 

Cancer patients have been waiting for en-
actment of a strong, comprehensive Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights for several years. For 
many current and future cancer patients, en-
actment of this legislation is a life-or-death 
issue. Please do your part and support S. 283/ 
S. 872, the ‘‘Bipartisan Patient Protection 
Act of 2001.’’ If you or your staff have any ad-
ditional questions, please contact Megan 
Gordon, Manager of Federal Government Re-
lations (202–661–5716). 

Sincerely, 
DANIEL E. SMITH, 

National Vice President, 
Federal and State Government Relations. 

CANCER LEADERSHIP COUNCIL, 
Washington, DC, June 13, 2001. 

Hon. JOHN MCCAIN, 
Senate Russell Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. EDWARD KENNEDY, 
Senate Russell Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. JOHN EDWARDS, 
Senate Dirksen Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS MCCAIN, KENNEDY and 
EDWARDS: On behalf of cancer patient advo-
cates, health care professionals and research 
organizations, the undersigned organizations 
thank you for your vital leadership in intro-
ducing a Patients’ Bill of Rights that pro-
vides comprehensive coverage for routine pa-
tient care costs in clinical trials. Notably, 
your legislation covers all high quality clin-
ical trials, not just those sponsored by gov-
ernment funding agencies. As cancer drug 
development is increasingly undertaken by 
the pharmaceutical and biotechnology indus-
tries, it is essential that their trials be ac-
cessible to cancer patients, and your legisla-
tion will achieve this result. In addition, 
your bill provides a workable definition of 
‘‘routine patient care costs’’ that will enable 
implementation to proceed expeditiously. 

One of the primary objectives of advocacy 
by the cancer community over the past dec-
ade has been assured coverage of routine pa-
tient care costs in clinical trials. Last year, 
the Medicare program acted pursuant to ex-
ecutive memorandum to extend coverage to 
all trials conducted under the auspices of ei-
ther government funding agencies like the 
National Institutes of Health (NIH) or the 
regulatory oversight of the Food and Drug 
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Administration (FDA). If such a policy is ap-
propriate for the Medicare program, surely it 
should be a guaranteed right for patients 
under private health plans. 

Recent reports in the scientific and pop-
ular press have highlighted the impressive 
advances in development of cancer drugs 
that are both more effective and less toxic 
than traditional treatments. People with 
cancer should have early access to these in-
vestigational drugs, as well as investiga-
tional devices, in the context of high quality 
clinical trials. Without a comprehensive cov-
erage provision, patients will continue to be 
at the mercy of health plans’ inconsistent 
approach to this issue. For this reason, we 
strongly support the clinical trials provi-
sions contained in S. 283 and look forward to 
their eventual enactment. 

THE CANCER LEADERSHIP COUNCIL. 
MEMBERS 

Alliance for Lung Cancer Advocacy, Sup-
port, and Education. 

American Cancer Society. 
American Society of Clinical Oncology. 
American Society for Therapeutic Radi-

ology & Oncology, Inc. 
Association of American Cancer Institutes. 
Cancer Care, Inc. 
Cancer Research Foundation of America. 
The Children’s Cause, Inc. 
Coalition of National Cancer Cooperative 

Groups, Inc. 
Colorectal Cancer Network. 
Cure for Lymphoma Foundation. 
Kidney Cancer Association. 
International Myeloma Foundation. 
The Leukemia & Lymphoma Society. 
Multiple Myeloma Research Foundation. 
National Alliance of Breast Cancer Organi-

zations. 
National Coalition for Cancer Survivor-

ship. 
National Patient Advocate Foundation. 
National Prostate Cancer Coalition. 
North American Brain Tumor Coalition. 
Ovarian Cancer National Alliance. 
Pancreatic Cancer Action Network. 
Susan G. Komen Breast Cancer Founda-

tion. 
US TOO! International, Inc. 
The Wellness Community. 
Y–ME National Breast Cancer Organiza-

tions. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise in 
response to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Arizona on clinical trials. I 
will spend the next few minutes re-
flecting on what clinical trials are and 
how many clinical trials are out there, 
the tremendous benefit and the power 
of clinical trials to translate basic 
science, basic knowledge to the pa-
tient, to the clinical application to 
that patient, and then that transfer or 
discovery and creation and investment 
in research at the basic level, that 
transition through clinical trials in 
order to have practical application in 
terms of curing cancer or heart disease 
or lung disease or kidney disease or 
Parkinson’s disease, a neurological dis-

ease. It can’t be done without the tran-
sition through clinical trials. 

I have participated in a number of 
clinical trials as a scientist and as a 
surgeon. I have participated in clinical 
trials as an investigator of artificial 
hearts. I have participated in clinical 
trials in heart valves that have been 
inserted to see whether or not those 
heart valves would work, whether they 
would last. I have participated in clin-
ical trials in prescription drugs and in 
immunosuppressive drugs, drugs given 
to transplant patients to fight infec-
tions and to suppress the immune sys-
tem so a transplanted heart could sur-
vive short term, midterm, and long 
term. 

In this role as a physician and as a 
scientist and as a clinician, what is 
called a clinical investigator, I have 
seen the good things and the great ben-
efits of trials, but I have also seen the 
inevitable failures. That is why you do 
an experiment, that is why you do ex-
periments on humans. That is what a 
clinical trial is. You don’t really know 
whether that basic science or early 
clinical discovery can be applied prac-
tically in a safe and effective way, so 
you do the clinical trial. 

I say that because it is clear that 
there is a real lack of understanding of 
the rich value, coupled with the poten-
tial adverse effects that are inherent in 
this process, of basic science to clinical 
science to application. 

Clinical trials are just that. They are 
trials. They are investigations. They 
are experiments. 

I want to spend a little bit of time 
talking about that both the good and 
the bad. I also want to give some sort 
of feel for this for my colleagues, be-
cause as I talked to my colleagues and 
we heard this amendment was going to 
come up (We had the chance to look at 
the amendment about 20 minutes ago 
for the first time), my colleagues would 
come up to me and ask: How many 
clinical trials are there today? Are we 
talking about 100 clinical trials? Are 
we talking about 200 clinical trials, or 
300 clinical trials, or 100 clinical trials, 
or 1,000 clinical trials, or 10,000 clinical 
trials, or 100,000 clinical trials? 

Right now, as I talk about those 
numbers, I wonder what my colleagues 
are thinking. Is it 5,000, or is it 10,000? 
Because clinical trials cost something. 
Everybody listening to me in this 
Chamber today and everybody around 
the country is going to have to bear 
the burden of that cost. Again, there is 
tremendous benefit, but it has an in-
creased cost. We should know at least 
how many trials there are. How else 
can you know what the cost, or the in-
cremental cost, is going to be? We 
know that the incremental cost is ulti-
mately going to come from an increase 
in premiums. How much will the 170 
million people out there who get their 
health care from their employer have 
to pay? 

I ask my colleagues, is it 1,000 trials, 
or is it 5,000, or is it 10,000? I will come 
back to that as people are trying to fig-
ure out how many trials there are. 

What is the nature of these trials? 
There is a pill and a placebo given to 
an individual to take for a period of 
time. That pill could do any number of 
things. It could, hopefully, stop heart 
disease. Hopefully, it could slow down a 
malignant cancer. Hopefully, it could 
reverse what might otherwise be in-
tractable deterioration of the kidneys. 
But you don’t know. Otherwise, it 
wouldn’t be a clinical trial. You just do 
not know how that experiment will 
turn out. You hear the good things. 
You hear the positive things. You hear 
the hope, and you know the innovation 
will capture the dreams. Members will 
show pictures and talk about individ-
uals. It is all there. But ultimately we 
have to translate that down into pol-
icy. 

It is done one way in the Kennedy- 
McCain-Edwards bill. It is done dif-
ferently in the Frist-Breaux-Jeffords 
bill. It has been done differently in 
bills that have passed in the Senate 
and in the last Congress. We discussed 
and debated for hours on the floor dif-
ferent approaches, different costs, and, 
yes, different benefits, because it is un-
limited; there is no stopping in terms 
of what the scope could potentially be. 

But this bill is about balance. It 
should be about balance. It should be 
about balance—introducing new pa-
tient protections, new patient rights, 
but doing it in a way that you don’t 
drive up the cost unnecessarily so high 
that the working poor have to drop 
their insurance because they cannot af-
ford it. 

Intuitively and practically speaking, 
we know that the more you load onto a 
bill in terms of real costs—and all 
these things in health care are expen-
sive today—that the increased costs 
are passed on to the person paying the 
premium. At some point, if that person 
is just scraping by, that person is going 
to say: I just can’t afford health insur-
ance anymore. I can’t afford to pay for 
the 25,000 clinical trials for people all 
across the country because I don’t have 
the money. I have to take care of my 
children and put food on the table. 

That is why we have to again and 
again keep coming back to balance in 
this particular bill. 

I have been blessed in the last 20 
years to be a scientist and an active 
clinical investigator, and to be some-
one who is both trained to participate 
and watch these thoughts, the cre-
ativity, and the innovation come alive. 

I was blessed in my own clinical prac-
tice to be in the field of heart and lung 
transplantation. When I first started 
doing heart transplants, we thought 
heart-lung transplants would never be 
done successfully. Five years later, we 
were doing heart-lung transplants. At 
that time, lung transplants had never 
been done successfully. Then we were 
doing lung transplants. And we started 
transplanting little babies at 5 and 6 
days of age. 

Again, a lot of investigational drugs 
were being used to immunosuppress the 
patients. In fact, most of the drugs 
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were investigational in clinical trials 
at the time because it was a new field. 

There was a 6-day-old child I was able 
to transplant who had a 100-percent 
mortality and would die, but because of 
the great innovation and the break-
through in drugs I was able to give that 
child its heart that I transplanted, that 
little 6-day-old baby, whose heart was 
about the size of my thumbnail, would 
be alive 6 months later, a year later, or 
5 years later, or 7 years later, or 10 
years later, or 12 years later. 

That is the blessing I have seen. I 
have seen the clinical trials, and I have 
seen the benefits of clinical trials. 
There have been dramatic advance-
ments. 

This Senate has contributed tremen-
dously to that process I just de-
scribed—to the innovation, to the ad-
vances in science, to the clinical appli-
cations, and taking basic science and 
getting it to the field as quickly as pos-
sible. How? By supporting basic re-
search. 

Yes, I am proud that, under Repub-
lican leadership, we are doubling the 
National Institutes of Health funding. 
We started about 3 years ago. Connie 
Mack sat right behind me and said day 
in and day out that we were going to 
double NIH funding. 

As I sat where the President is sit-
ting right now and listened, I thought 
it would be tremendous to be able to 
double the funding. I was not sure it 
could be done in this day and time, but 
indeed we are about three-quarters of 
the way through the process of dou-
bling basic science research. 

The NIH also funds clinical trials and 
basic science. This body has contrib-
uted tremendously to investing in clin-
ical trials and basic science research. 
We have done a pretty good job in cre-
ating and fostering an environment of 
innovation where breakthroughs 
occur—not as I described when I start-
ed doing heart transplants. We were 
doing heart-lung transplants. We start-
ed doing single lung transplants and 
then pediatric heart-lung transplants. 
That was during the period of years 
that I was able to participate. Now we 
are seeing clinical breakthroughs be-
cause of investment in clinical trials. 
That is how important they are. 

I was thinking about this accelera-
tion and explosion of innovation. It re-
quires those clinical trials as we walk 
through that process of understanding 
disease. 

The human genome project: 15 years 
ago we didn’t know 3 billion bits of in-
formation. What we now know we 
didn’t know 12 years ago. Those 3 bil-
lion bits of information ultimately are 
going to be organized in such a way, 
through improved understanding of 
clinical research and eventually clin-
ical trials, that we will be able to take 
that new information and translate it 
in breakthrough ways for cures—yes, 
cures of diseases that 12 or 15 years ago 
we would have said were impossible— 
we would never see that cure. 

Let me start on some of the issues. 
The first point I need to make is that 

clinical trials, by definition, are ex-
periments. We try to minimize the ad-
verse reactions. But there are adverse 
reactions. People can be hurt by those 
experiments. We minimize that. 

I want to talk a little bit about the 
patient protections because that is 
very important as we go forward. Right 
now, our patient projections are inad-
equate. We are holding hearings on a 
regular basis in the Public Health Sub-
committee. I will mention several 
shortly. 

Mr. President, the point I wish to 
begin with is this whole point that 
clinical trials are clinical investiga-
tions. They are experimentation on hu-
mans. Therefore, you have the positive, 
which is huge, which I have described, 
but you do have the adverse reactions. 
I say that because when we say we are 
either going to invest in or encourage 
clinical trials, we basically will, I be-
lieve, encourage people to participate 
in clinical trials. I think that is a good 
thing. I think it is a critical thing if we 
are going to really handle this explo-
sion in knowledge. 

In addition, as public servants, we in 
this body need to be prepared to make 
sure that each of those patients or in-
dividuals who comes into clinical trials 
comes in with the full trust that their 
safety is first and foremost. Based on 
hearings Senator KENNEDY and I have 
had in the Public Health Sub-
committee, it seems clear that today 
we are failing miserably in terms of 
what is called human subject protec-
tions in clinical trials. I say that be-
cause, again, we are on a Patients’ Bill 
of Rights and we all want to focus on 
the patients and helping the patients 
as much as possible. 

In doing that, we at least need to be 
aware of the positive and the negative, 
and the potential of doing harm unless 
we have a system that is sufficiently 
developed, with sufficient safeguards, 
to make sure it can handle this in-
crease in the numbers of people partici-
pating as we go forward. 

It was about a year ago, a year and a 
half ago, that I had the opportunity to 
meet the family of Jesse Gelsinger, 
who died in a clinical trial in 1999. I 
mention that because the Public 
Health Subcommittee addressed this 
issue of oversight structures that we 
have in our Government. Whether it is 
the National Institutes of Health or 
the FDA, there are certain oversight 
mechanisms we have built in to assure 
that human subjects are protected. It 
became clear in those hearings that 
there had been at that time—we have 
had some improvement, but not nearly 
enough—a systemic breakdown of over-
sight. That ranged from the clinical in-
vestigators conducting the clinical 
trials all the way to the institutional 
review boards. It included the Federal 
agencies that are responsible for ensur-
ing the safety of patients. 

We have made real progress. Indi-
vidual researchers, research institu-
tions, and Federal agencies have all 
come together and have worked to ad-

dress the specific problem that had to 
do with gene therapy. Again, you heard 
me just a few minutes ago speaking of 
my excitement in relation to the 3 bil-
lion bits of information in one of the 
most successful Government invest-
ments ever. We probably spent $12, $13 
billion over a 10-year period for the 
human genome project. It came in 
under-budget, in a shorter period of 
time. That is rare for Government. 

But as public oversight officials, you 
see one of the downsides: The fact that 
basic science, as it was, rushed to the 
clinical arena, resulted in death. 

Again, people do not generally hear 
that we have to be careful. We have to 
address the good and the bad and the 
difficult. There is much to be done. I 
continue to hear stories about prob-
lems in our system for protecting 
human research subjects. 

Secondly, I want to mention this 
whole idea of access to clinical trials. I 
appreciate the amendment the Senator 
from Arizona has offered because it 
does bring attention to the importance 
of these clinical trials. The language 
that is used, the findings, the rec-
ommendations that are made in the 
sense-of-the-Senate amendment, I 
think, are very positive in terms of 
what is set out as fact and what the un-
derlying bill tries to do. It is a sense of 
the Senate that we will be voting on 
tomorrow. 

I mentioned before in my remarks 
the various bills that are now before 
the Senate. Right now we are debating 
the McCain-Kennedy-Edwards bill on 
clinical trials. This is a provision that 
is different from the provision that is 
in my bill, the Frist-Breaux-Jeffords 
bill. It is different from the amend-
ment that was adopted in this Senate 
Chamber last year. 

The bill we debated in this Chamber, 
and passed with a majority vote, re-
quired private sector, self-insured, em-
ployer-sponsored health benefit plans 
to provide coverage for routine patient 
costs associated with one type of clin-
ical trial, and that is cancer. 

We have progressed since that debate 
a year and a half ago. At that point in 
time, my question was—and Senator 
DODD and I had an exchange back and 
forth—how much do these cancer trials 
cost? This is cancer. Cancer is the one 
that is the most studied of all the clin-
ical trials. 

We will talk about how many clinical 
trials there are out there. There are 
thousands of cancer clinical trials. 
They have been studied and studied be-
cause it is pretty easy to study them, 
for the most part. 

You have a patient who has cancer. It 
can be in the early, mid, or late stages 
of cancer. You have an intervention. 
You compare two interventions. Some-
times it is just a pill, some type of 
medicine, versus a placebo. You see ac-
tually which of those works. And you 
go ahead. You have a clinical trial that 
is double blinded; which is, you do not 
know which medicine the patient is 
getting. You have to have enough pa-
tients and statistically analyze those 
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patients in such a way that you deter-
mine what the medicine you are test-
ing actually does versus not doing any-
thing. That is what a clinical trial is. 
People say: No. We thought everybody 
gets the experimental medicine. No, 
that is not the way it is; otherwise, you 
are not going to know incrementally 
what the impact is. You have to give 
one the intervention, the other not the 
intervention in these clinical trials. 

Most clinical trials are double blind-
ed; maybe 95 percent of them. They 
should be, because otherwise you inject 
bias into it, so there is a 50-percent 
chance you are not getting the inter-
vention you think you might be get-
ting. Again, that is appropriate. I am 
not being critical. That is the only way 
to find out what the incremental dif-
ference is as you go forward. 

For cancer clinical trials, the data is 
a little bit mixed, but there is pretty 
good evidence that if the cancer clin-
ical trials are conducted well, and they 
are in appropriate centers—centers of 
excellence that do a lot of cancer stud-
ies—you can actually save some money 
in terms of having somebody in a pro-
tocol versus treating them outside of 
protocol, having them in a clinical 
trial. There is some data—mixed data— 
from some very good institutions that 
demonstrates that, again, for cancer. 
There is some anecdotal data for non-
cancer, for some heart disease, but 
again it is very mixed. 

Some might say: In my study it costs 
a lot more to test artificial hearts for 
heart disease and kidney disease. If you 
start looking more in the device arena, 
there have not been very many studies 
of how much the costs of those trials 
are going to be. Somebody might have 
a cardiomyopathy, a big dilated heart, 
and you might give one set of patients 
drugs to try to reduce the size of that 
heart. That is pretty inexpensive. You 
do not have to go into the hospital to 
do that. And the other arm—to com-
pare the two—is you would make an in-
cision down the sternum, and you 
would open up the manubrium and the 
sternum, open up the paracardial sac, 
take the heart, put an artificial heart 
around it, close everything up, and the 
patient would be in the hospital for 
maybe 2 weeks, maybe 3 weeks. That 
hospitalization would be very expen-
sive, and you are comparing it to some-
body giving pills to someone on the 
outside. 

The question is, What are the routine 
costs? Because that is what we are 
talking about reimbursing. Then it 
gets pretty hard because in relation to 
what are the routine costs, do the rou-
tine costs include the hospitalization? 
You might say, yes, an artificial heart 
can be paid for by the company study-
ing it. The clinical trial could be reim-
bursed by the National Institutes of 
Health. But what about the hos-
pitalization in that arm? Or is it just 
the testing when you put in the artifi-
cial heart, is that the routine cost? No-
body can answer the question. Why? 
Because nobody really thought about it 

because the studies had been for the 
pills, studying cancers, and hadn’t been 
for cardiomyopathy and the human 
heart, major surgery. 

I use that as sort of the extreme ex-
ample with the understanding that you 
have big technology, expensive, hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars out here, 
and you have some inexpensive therapy 
in the other arm. And you are asking a 
managed care company or insurance 
company to pay for the routine cost of 
both of those and the thousands of 
other trials that are in the middle. 

No. 1, you don’t know or nobody in 
this body has been able to tell me how 
many clinical trials are out there. Peo-
ple will scurry around tomorrow. But 
today, in asking how many of these 
clinical trials are out there, nobody in 
this body can tell me how much the av-
erage clinical trial is going to cost. Yet 
we want to make a commitment that 
we will cover essentially all clinical 
trials in the United States of America, 
however many there may be, however 
much they may cost, and the HMOs are 
going to pay for it, the bad HMOs. 
Again and again we have heard how 
bad those HMOs are, and therefore, 
they pay for it. 

It doesn’t work that way. What hap-
pens, whatever those costs are, which 
nobody can answer—nobody can an-
swer—we will come to what the CBO 
says. The CBO can’t give us an accu-
rate answer. We give it maybe to the 
HMO because rhetorically we can sock 
it to them. What is the HMO going to 
do? Just raise your premiums, em-
ployer-sponsored premiums. 

One hundred seventy million people 
are getting health insurance through 
these insurance plans, and what we are 
saying in this bill is that if you are 
going to be in the insurance business, 
there is a Federal law that we are 
going to pass where all trials, in es-
sence, all trials—we don’t know how 
many or how much they are going to 
cost—are going to be paid for. Health 
insurance premiums go up, and what 
happens to the working poor who are 
barely scraping by, again, to pay their 
health insurance? Everybody, employer 
after employer, employee after em-
ployee, comes in and says: We can bare-
ly make these insurance premiums, 
whether it is $200 a month or $300 a 
month or, for a family, $4 to $5,000 a 
year, or $6,000 a year. We just simply 
can’t tolerate increased costs. We are 
going to drop that insurance. 

I say that because the cost issue was 
brought up on the floor earlier tonight, 
the Frist-Breaux-Jeffords approach 
versus the Kennedy-McCain-Edwards 
approach. There is a difference in cost 
and that difference in cost is about 60 
percent. What is defined in my bill—I 
will talk a little bit about that—is 
about 60 percent, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, of what is in 
their bill. I didn’t believe it when I saw 
it because I know nobody can answer 
this question, how many trials there 
are today, because there is no database 
of all these trials. You certainly can’t 
figure out the cost. 

So through conversations, talking to 
people who participate with the Con-
gressional Budget Office, basically say-
ing, how do you come up with these 
numbers, the answer that was received 
again reinforces the fact that we don’t 
really know what the costs are. We do 
know that the cost under the Frist- 
Breaux-Jeffords is only 60 percent of 
the cost estimated using the same sort 
of guesses as the Kennedy bill. 

Knowing what I know, having par-
ticipated in clinical trials from artifi-
cial hearts—personally, I put the artifi-
cial hearts in; I have gotten the con-
sent; they are in clinical trials ap-
proved by our Government—to im-
munosuppressive agents or drugs that I 
have given to patients to keep them 
alive in clinical trials, gotten the con-
sent to do that. I can tell you we don’t 
know what the costs are. Therefore, 
yes, maybe 60 percent on paper, that is 
what you hear about. In truth, we don’t 
know. 

We don’t know. As we look ahead, 
not knowing by definition, we are 
going to basically say those costs are 
going to be paid for by people through 
their insurance policies. When you get 
an insurance policy, you expect that 
insurance policy in part to be for your 
benefit, and that is why I think having 
access to clinical trials is important 
because clinical trials can be very ben-
eficial to patients. I mentioned the ad-
verse effects, but clinical trials can be 
very beneficial to individual patients. 
For that patient who gets that artifi-
cial heart, it becomes very beneficial. 

I mentioned the bill that passed on 
the floor of the Senate. Let me note 
very quickly, because I just talked 
about the cost of the two bills, what is 
the difference between the Frist- 
Breaux-Jeffords bill and the Kennedy- 
McCain-Edwards bill. The Frist- 
Breaux-Jeffords bill, part of the Bipar-
tisan Patient Bill of Rights Act, S. 889, 
is not the bill on the floor right now. I 
wish it was on the floor, but it is not 
right now. It applies to all private 
plans and insurance issuers offering 
coverage in the group and individual 
markets. So it applies to people broad-
ly. It expands coverage not to just 
where we were last year. We have ex-
panded coverage not to just cancer, but 
it is expanded to all diseases. You don’t 
limit it to one disease group. 

I do that because I think that it is 
important to reach out and give more 
equal access to people who have kidney 
disease or heart disease or lung disease 
or emphysema or neurological disease 
or some type of mental illness. You 
need to have access broadly. 

We expand it to clinical trials and we 
include the clinical trials of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, the vet-
erans hospitals I work in, and we in-
clude the Department of Defense. I will 
talk a little bit more about others. It is 
true that we stopped short in our bill 
of including the FDA. (Although, as I 
will mention later, previous versions of 
the Kennedy bill did not include the 
FDA.) I will mention a little bit about 
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why we stopped short of including the 
FDA, but it is because nobody can tell 
me how many FDA trials there are. 
FDA looks at the devices, the artificial 
hearts, the valves, the lasers, the ex-
pensive technology. That is the device 
part of it, of the Food and Drug Admin-
istration, the device part of what the 
FDA examines. Therefore, we cover all 
of the others, but we do stop short of 
the FDA. The cost difference between 
the clinical trials provisions of the 
Kennedy bill and our bill is principally 
just that. 

Several Members on the other side 
commented on the fact that in our bill 
we have what is called a negotiated 
rulemaking process in order to deter-
mine what routine costs are. The other 
side said: We don’t need that. We can 
just take what Medicare has looked at. 
Medicare, about a year ago, Sep-
tember—I have to go back and look— 
did come out with guidelines for Medi-
care for coverage of seniors and for in-
dividuals with disabilities, did come 
out with guidelines and coverage. But 
in reading through that, it doesn’t an-
swer to my satisfaction what a routine 
patient cost truly is. 

Thus, I think that, since we don’t 
really know and the implications are 
so huge, since people all across the 
country are going to be paying for this 
new benefit, that we ought to bring the 
very smartest people around the table. 
We ought to propose rules based on the 
discussion of people who are in clinical 
trials. We ought to get input from 
other people around the country. All 
that is part of the negotiated rule-
making process that I think is the best 
way to define routine medical cost. 

If we are going to say: HMOs, indi-
rectly all the beneficiaries, all the pa-
tients out there, all the 170 million 
people who are getting care from their 
insurance company, are going to be 
paying for it, we need to be able to 
look them in the eye and say, this is 
how we define routine cost. We have 
studied it and talked through it. We 
have applied it not just to seniors. We 
have applied it not just to the Medicare 
population, but we have designed a def-
inition that applies to all Americans— 
to children, to babies, to adolescents, 
to adults. That is the negotiated rule-
making process. Earlier, the comment 
was made that it would take 6 years to 
do that. That is just not true. In fact, 
in the amendment that passed on the 
floor last year we set time guidelines 
in there and we said January 10, 2001, 
was when it was supposed to convene 
and a final report was going to be 
issued 6 months later on June 30, 2001. 
That just shows it can be done in 6 
months—to do it right and responsibly 
and define what routine medical costs 
are. 

Since you are making people pay for 
it, that makes sense to me. It comes 
back to the idea of having balance in 
this bill. 

I don’t think you are going to hear 
people on our side of the aisle or Sen-
ator BREAUX or Senator JEFFORDS 

promise everything to everybody be-
cause it has a cost. It has to cost. We 
talk about the field of liability, why 
don’t you have unlimited lawsuits run-
ning through the system, and allow 
lawsuits to go to court early on be-
cause the court system is good. The an-
swer is, do you want balance? Yes, you 
want to be able to go to courts, but not 
first. You want to exhaust internal and 
external appeals and have an inde-
pendent physician make the decision 
before you go to court. 

Why? Because you want to protect 
the patient, but you don’t want to sub-
ject the system to the incentives that 
are going to drive health care costs sky 
high, make premiums go through the 
roof, skyrocket, with no limit. By defi-
nition, liability has no limit to it 
whatsoever, and the working poor are 
the first to be punished. 

So that is our bill, the Frist-Breaux- 
Jeffords bill. It basically covers all 
clinical trials. We go through the list 
and stop short of the FDA trials. The 
McCain-Edwards-Kennedy bill on the 
floor has all private sector plans offer-
ing coverage in the individual mar-
kets—sounds pretty familiar, sounds 
the same—to provide coverage for rou-
tine patient costs associated with all 
clinical trials. They do NIH, we do 
NIH—National Institutes of Health— 
about $20 billion a year. It is a tremen-
dous national resource. About 70 per-
cent of that money, so people will un-
derstand, is not spent out here in 
Washington. About 70 percent of the 
grants go to universities and academic 
health centers all across America, and 
capture again the creativity and the 
sharp minds of academics, clinicians, 
doctors and nurses. 

They include Department of Defense 
clinical trials. Frist-Breaux-Jeffords 
includes all the clinical trials for the 
Department of Defense. The Veterans’ 
Administration—I mentioned that one 
of the privileges I had as a practicing 
physician was every week I would be 
able to operate on and take care of and 
treat our veterans. Actually, even dur-
ing my residency and chief residency, 
every week after I finished my train-
ing, cardiothoracic training, every 
week I had the opportunity of spending 
a day taking care of veterans and ad-
ministering care to them and partici-
pating in the great research programs 
in thoracic surgery that is made pos-
sible through this body’s investment in 
our veterans affairs. 

They include clinical trials through 
the VA. Frist-Breaux-Jeffords includes 
all clinical trials through the Veterans 
Affairs. The difference is between FDA, 
and I will come back to that. The defi-
nition of routine costs that they use is 
the routine cost definition developed 
by the Clinton administration for can-
cer clinical trials. If there is one thing 
—the reason I am taking time to do 
this is because it sounds so simple— 
cancer clinical trials. I have gone 
through this process, that cancer clin-
ical trials are very different than clin-
ical trials for hypertension or high 

blood pressure or for ischemic cardio-
myopathy or laser therapy or removing 
obstruction from the windpipe itself. 
These clinical trials are different. 
Therefore, I am a little uncomfortable 
taking a definition that was worked 
out for a certain segment of the popu-
lation—that is, our seniors—that start-
ed and was based on one disease enti-
ty—cancer—and applying that broadly 
to all clinical trials. Why? Because we 
have to achieve balance and do what is 
responsible if we are going to make 170 
million Americans—and we are by defi-
nition—pay more once we pass a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. 

The 170 million people are going to 
pay more whether it is our bill or their 
bill. They are going to pay a whole lot 
more under the Kennedy bill than 
under the Frist-Breaux-Jeffords bill. 

The fourth point I want to make is, 
who is paying? I implied it a few min-
utes ago when I said it is easy to say 
these bad HMOs out there are going to 
be paying for these costs. Each of the 
patient protections we go through—we 
are starting with clinical trials, and I 
am glad because both sides feel very 
positively and the amendment by the 
Senator from Arizona is, I believe, very 
positive because it speaks to the posi-
tive aspect of these clinical trials. But 
it allows me to show how complex each 
one of these patient protections is and 
the potential, even though CBO gives 
us a figure there, for that being blown 
out of the water as we go next year, or 
2 years later, or 3 years later. 

Much of what we have tried to do— 
Senators BREAUX, JEFFORDS and my-
self—in crafting our bill is to give pa-
tient protection, give the access to 
clinical trials, but do it in a way that 
is responsible—responsible to the 170 
million people who are going to be pay-
ing the bill, responsible so that we 
don’t have a million people—which is 
what will happen under the Kennedy 
bill—a million people are going to lose 
their health insurance or would lose it 
if that bill were to pass as written. 
Thankfully, the President made it very 
clear today that he, as the leader of the 
free world, the leader of this country, 
is not going to allow the Kennedy bill 
to pass. He is not going to allow 1.2 
million people to go to the ranks of the 
uninsured when you can pass an alter-
native bill that gives patient protec-
tions that will not drive 1.2 million 
people to the ranks of the uninsured 
and will not involve frivolous lawsuits. 
This says, yes, it makes sense to go 
through an appeals process and have an 
external review, an independent physi-
cian making a decision before going 
over to the trial lawyer. 

The trial lawyers have an incentive. 
You know, we keep coming back to the 
trial lawyers, in part, because it kind 
of blows away the potential for these 
runaway lawsuits, and the potential is 
in their bill, and it is a little in ours, 
but not so much because we tried to re-
strain it and give it balance, recog-
nizing that we have to have balance as 
we go forward. 
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If we are going to ask 170 million peo-

ple to pay more under passage of a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, we need to be 
able to tell them why they are paying 
more. I think the argument for clinical 
trials is so positive, they will under-
stand that there is some downside. 
Some people die because of clinical 
trials, and there are adverse effects; 
but the overwhelming benefit for clin-
ical trials means we need to make 
them more available to people, and 
that is why in the Frist-Breaux-Jef-
fords bill, clinical trials are one of the 
12 main basic patient protections we 
want out there in our bill of rights. 

The 170 million people are going to be 
paying for this added benefit, so we 
want to make sure it is good and the 
human protection is there, and that 
safety is put first and foremost. We are 
failing in that category, as I have 
said—not miserably, but we are failing. 
I will demonstrate how I can say that 
with such assurance. In addition, tax-
payers, for much of this research, clin-
ical research, are already paying. I say 
that because with the $20 billion that 
the National Institutes of Health is 
getting, the NIH will turn around and 
subsidize many of these clinical trials, 
in terms of the clinical trials them-
selves as we go forward. So the 170 mil-
lion people out there working, who are 
working with insurance that we want 
to keep—make sure they keep their in-
surance—are already investing in these 
clinical trials by supporting Depart-
ment of Defense with their taxpayer 
dollars, by supporting the Veterans Af-
fairs with their taxpayers’ dollars, and 
by supporting the National Institutes 
of Health with their taxpayers’ dollars. 

Clinical trials are vital, critical, and 
make all the innovation and clinical 
applications a reality when they start 
with basic science. 

Do all the clinical trials work? Some 
do. I do not know if I can say most do. 
In other words, are there positive re-
sults from clinical trials? 

The assumption is clinical trials al-
ways have a breakthrough drug. Again, 
what my colleagues do not under-
stand—and I want to state it more pub-
licly instead of sitting in the Cloak-
room explaining it—is that a high per-
centage of clinical trials do not work. 
That is good because they have to fig-
ure out whether or not the break-
through drug works. It may have 
worked in a mouse, and it may have 
worked in an animal model, or it may 
have worked in a test tube, but they 
have to see whether it works in a 
human being. 

That is what a clinical trial is: an ex-
periment with a human being. Not all 
of them work after it worked in a test 
tube or a mouse. 

It is important that my colleagues 
understand that. Clinical trials are 
necessary. There is a reason for them: 
to figure out what does and does not 
work. What does not work can be 
harmful, and it comes back to the fact 
they have to have adequate consent, 
what is called informed consent, for 

those participants who come into clin-
ical trials to make sure they under-
stand that in every one of these clin-
ical trials there is a risk of harm and 
there is a potential for gain. 

Yes, in our bill, and I believe in their 
bill and in this amendment, there is 
this concept of talking about clinical 
trials where there is potential for gain. 
That is a little hard to define. We all 
write it into the bill, and, obviously, 
we would not do a clinical trial if we 
did not think there was some potential 
for gain, but, again, there is some risk 
or they would not be doing a clinical 
trial. 

A clinical trial is an investigation. A 
clinical trial is human experimen-
tation. It is all the same. ‘‘Clinical 
trial’’ sounds very positive. ‘‘Investiga-
tion’’ sounds—well, I am not quite 
sure. ‘‘You mean experimenting in hu-
mans?’’ That is what it is. It just de-
pends on which words one uses. 

I want to move to one other point 
which many of my colleagues, in talk-
ing with them, had not thought about. 
I am thinking about it because we have 
a bill with patient protections. In the 
underlying Kennedy bill, there are 18 
or so patient protections. There are a 
few less in my bill. Prompt payment is 
in the Kennedy bill as a patient protec-
tion. Prompt payment is good for the 
doctor, for a doctor’s bill of rights; you 
have to pay a doctor—I have forgotten; 
I need to go back and look—in x num-
ber of days, and that is a patient pro-
tection, I guess. It is not clear to me. 

I understand why many of the doc-
tors like their bill because they have 
prompt payment as a patient protec-
tion, which means you should pay your 
doctor on time. You should pay your 
doctor on time. I am not sure you need 
a Federal law passed in what is billed 
as a Patients’ Bill of Rights. That is in 
the Kennedy bill as one of the patient 
protections. 

This patient protection on clinical 
trials is one in which I believe strong-
ly. We have given a price to it which is 
significantly higher in their bill than 
my bill, and I have already argued that 
price to me is inaccurate. I will not 
really know how true that is until 5 
years from now, but I do not want to be 
sitting at my desk 5 years from now 
looking back to today and saying: You 
mean to tell me we bought into this 
fact that we could cover clinical trials 
when we did not know how many there 
are and we did not know how much 
they cost? We made 170 million tax-
payers pay for it, and some of them 
lost their insurance? Why weren’t we 
smarter than that? 

I want it to be a part of the RECORD 
as we walk through the complexity of 
what clinical trials are all about. We 
can make promises, and the promises 
sound good, but is it truly responsible 
to make these huge promises at huge 
costs when there is a very real poten-
tial that we are hurting, not thou-
sands, but millions of people? The an-
swer to me is no. I do not want that to 
happen. 

My colleagues are going to hear me 
say again and again this is where we 
were last year and this is where Sen-
ator KENNEDY’s bill is, and I think we 
can be in a more balanced position by 
being in the middle rather than either 
extreme. That is what we tried to 
achieve, and clinical trials are a good 
example. 

Why am I so convinced that the un-
derestimate in their bill is real and not 
so much in our bill? It is because we 
have patient protections. We have in-
ternal appeals and external appeals if 
there is some sort of disagreement on 
what the HMO or insurance company 
has decided. In their bill, one can opt 
out; they do not have to go through in-
ternal and external appeals. One can go 
to the courtroom before exhausting the 
appeals process. Hopefully, we can de-
bate that tomorrow or next week. 

One can go to the court system, Fed-
eral court, State court, or shop from 
one State court to another State court. 
One can pick a State. If the insurance 
company covers Tennessee, Alabama, 
and Georgia, you can go down to Ala-
bama. I do not know what their caps 
are, but I hear about these exorbitant 
lawsuits. The trial lawyer gets 30, 40 
percent, whatever it is. Whatever a pa-
tient settles for goes in the trial law-
yer’s pocket, not to the patient. If you 
settle for $2.5 million, $1 million goes 
to the trial lawyer and only $1.5 mil-
lion goes to the patient. I do not under-
stand that. I hope we will come back to 
that. 

My point is, we have patient protec-
tions, and we cannot look at them in 
isolation from what happens with li-
ability. I just built the case or just told 
my colleagues that not everything goes 
perfectly all the time when you have 
human experimentation, clinical trials, 
clinical investigations. 

By definition not everything is going 
to work. There is going to be damage. 
When they are studying Parkinson’s 
disease, there is going to be sometimes 
a worsening of the disease in the exper-
iment. There sometimes is going to be 
death, not intended death, but in clin-
ical trials people are going to die. I just 
mentioned one patient, and there are 
hundreds of patients who die in clinical 
trials. 

We have a trial lawyer out here, and 
because we passed this bill, we cannot 
separate what we are doing over here. 
What we are saying is: HMO, you are 
responsible for paying for these clinical 
trials now; you have not in the past, 
and you have a lawyer out here with 
unlimited lawsuits; who are you going 
to go after? Who has the deepest pock-
et? Is it the doctor who maybe made a 
mistake, or is it the HMO, the big bad 
HMO that has assets of $1⁄2 billion or 
$400 million? 

If you are the trial lawyer and you 
are going to walk away with 40 per-
cent, 30 percent, 20 percent or 10 per-
cent—10 percent of $1 billion is a lot. 
Who are you going to go after? Maybe 
the doctor, but you will be able to go 
after the HMO. 
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Adverse events, by definition, in clin-

ical trials are going to occur. Trial 
lawyers are part of this overall system. 
There is no cap. They have an incen-
tive to sue. They are going to get the 
HMO because we are making the HMO 
pay for the trial. 

Was that even part of the reasoning? 
Did CBO put all that together in terms 
of saying clinical trials are going to 
cost this much in their bill and in my 
bill this much? 

I have talked with a lot of people in-
volved in these estimates, and I have 
talked with a lot of people in this body, 
and not one person had thought about 
that. 

If there is an adverse reaction in a 
clinical trial, if a person participated, 
there is a risk of losing your arm or of 
dying. All the consents say death, or 
any serious life-threatening condition. 
That is what the Kennedy bill used as 
their baseline for trials. Ninety-five 
percent say there is risk of death. A 
large majority say there is a risk of 
death in the consent form you sign. 

Is that protection in a court of law? 
There is no protection in a court of 
law. In the hearings Senator KENNEDY 
and I have held on human subjects, 
protections are inadequate today given 
the type of research we are doing. They 
were OK 15 years ago. There are all 
sorts of reasons, including inadequacy 
of explanation of the clinical trial in 
consent forms, or conflict of interest in 
certain cases. There is what is called 
the common rule that is supposed to 
apply to all Federally sponsored or reg-
ulated research, but that does not 
apply equally to everybody. These are 
all very specific issues and technical 
issues, but if we will force 170 million 
ratepayers to pay for all clinical trials, 
we need to know the implications. We 
will probably never talk about it. This 
is just one little item from the 179-page 
bill. 

These estimates of how much clinical 
trials cost may be approximately right. 
I don’t think they are. I know they 
were not calculated on a peer-reviewed 
study. Maybe a little bit on cancer, but 
it did not include the range of diseases 
that the FDA approves, or safety and 
efficacy regarding the devices out 
there, all the high technology out 
there. That is different from Veterans 
Affairs or the Department of Defense, 
which is mainly breast cancer and 
breast disease. It is very different from 
the National Institutes of Health. 

When people say: Why not FDA? Was 
it arbitrary? No, it is because that is 
the most balanced. You cover the clin-
ical trials for all diseases out there. 
Thousands of clinical trials are being 
covered. We will stop short of FDA be-
cause we do not know what we are cov-
ering in terms of numbers or how much 
it costs for each trial. 

It’s interesting that the earlier 
versions of the Kennedy bill did not 
cover the FDA. I am not sure why or 
why this was changed. It may be that 
it makes us feel good to say we are cov-
ering everybody, in all trials. It is irre-

sponsible to say we will cover some-
thing that will increase liability and 
that we will introduce the liability 
equation on HMOs as part of the bill 
without knowing the impact. 

If there is one death and a trial law-
yer goes to that person’s family, or say 
they lost an arm with an injection of a 
medicine to treat cancer and the veins 
shut down and they lost an arm, that is 
a tragedy. That trial was paid for by 
the big bad insurance company. The 
trial lawyer says: Let’s go after the 
doctor for malpractice; why not go 
after the HMO? When you are a trial 
lawyer, it will be tempting on go after 
the HMO. 

Then we hear people say: How can 
you cap it? If you lose an arm, is that 
worth $1 million? Is it worth $5 mil-
lion? Is it worth $10 million? Is it 
worth $100 million? Is it worth $1 bil-
lion? There is no answer. It is rhetor-
ical. No amount of money can satisfy 
the loss of an arm. 

If you allow that sort of lawsuit, $20 
million or $30 million, but you allow it 
and incentivize a lawyer to have it and 
you create adverse reactions, that is 
just one little clinical trial. What 
about the other 1,000, 5,000, 10,000 clin-
ical trials? 

I don’t want to drive that point home 
too much that I think we made. How-
ever, it is important for my colleagues 
to understand and at least to think 
about and recognize the complexity in 
the bill. We cannot rush through this 
bill. I am here and the Presiding Offi-
cer is kind enough to be here tonight. 
The majority leader said we will finish 
this bill in 6 or 7 days. This is probably 
1 page out of 179 pages. 

On clinical trials, taking the flip 
side, not covering all clinical trials but 
stopping just short of covering all clin-
ical trials, why are you doing that? 
The answer is that clinical trials have 
such value to society that I believe we 
have an obligation to make the clinical 
trials available, coupled with the obli-
gation to make sure there are adequate 
human subject protections. 

The GAO, at the request of Senator 
JEFFORDS, who is the cosponsor of the 
Frist-Breaux-Jeffords bill, conducted a 
review of patient access to clinical 
trials sponsored by the National Insti-
tutes of Health, for which I, obviously, 
have tremendous respect. Senator JEF-
FORDS asked the GAO the following 
questions. 

No. 1, to examine how the health in-
surers’ coverage policy and practices 
affect patient participation in clinical 
trials. 

This is before we passed the bill. 
No. 2, to examine researchers’ experi-

ence in enrolling patients for trials 
sponsored by the National Cancer In-
stitute. 

No. 3, whether NIH has evidence of 
recent difficulties in enrolling patients 
in clinical trials. Determine if there 
are enough patients. We have a huge 
amount of basic science information 
and, if you cannot get patients into the 
trials, you are not going to be able to 

have a clinical application, you will 
not get to a practical application. You 
need sufficient patients in the clinical 
trials. 

The GAO report found, even though 
many policies exclude coverage for 
clinical trials, nearly all insurers 
interviewed allow for exceptions, fol-
lowing case-by-case reviews by the in-
surer’s medical personnel. For ap-
proved coverage, insurers generally 
agree to pay the standard nonexperi-
mental cost associated with the trial. 
However, since there is little agree-
ment on what constitutes ‘‘standard 
care,’’ payments vary from insurer to 
insurer. 

That, says the GAO, agrees with the 
idea of what is standard care. There is 
a lot of disagreement. I argue that is 
why we go to a standard rulemaking 
process. 

The same report—and that is why I 
believe clinical trials should be part of 
the Patient’s Bill of Rights—concluded 
that generally health insurance poli-
cies exclude coverage of clinical trials, 
but most do allow exceptions to be 
made after a case-by-case review. Deni-
als generally are based on the grounds 
that health insurers consider clinical 
trials to be investigational and experi-
mental care, and, as such, are excluded 
from coverage. Again, that is why we 
need to include clinical trials in our 
Patient’s Bill of Rights. 

Typically, insurers prefer to review 
requests for clinical trial coverage in-
dividually because of the perception 
that trial costs and quality vary great-
ly. The most common consideration 
during case-by-case reviews was the 
scientific merit of the trial and the an-
ticipated cost, although none of the in-
surers had data on the cost of covering 
clinical trials—again, it just shows we 
do not have the data, even insurance 
companies that have been putting 
money into the clinical trials. 

I will go back. 
These perceived trials could be some-

what more costly than standard treat-
ment. The GAO report continues. 

There is little agreement on the definition 
of standard care which causes payment for 
service to vary widely. Insurers stated that 
it is often difficult to distinguish expenses 
that constitute standard care from strictly 
research related services. 

Again, that is a good reason to have 
negotiated rulemaking—to determine 
what routine care or standard care is. 

This is from the GAO report. 
The GAO did not find evidence of wide-

spread limitations on patient access to clin-
ical trials. Most health insurers said they 
allow for coverage of trials in some cir-
cumstances. Most cancer centers reported no 
shortage of payments for trials and the NIH 
did not document significant trial enroll-
ment problems. Information on the extent to 
which insurers cover clinical trials is not 
clear-cut. 

To me, looking at that report—again, 
Senator JEFFORDS was chairman of the 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee—it basically comes to 
the conclusion that there is not a 
shortage of patients for clinical trials 
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now but that we don’t have data as to 
the costs or participation. The insur-
ance companies don’t have it. We don’t 
have a good or adequate definition of 
standard or routine care. All that 
means is that we need to know more 
before promising everything to every-
body. 

Since we don’t have the answers, why 
don’t we address the issue in a bal-
anced way and in a step-wise way? 
Why? Because unknowns could expose 
us to exploding costs of premiums, 
which would drive people to the ranks 
of the uninsured. What I would like to 
do is go in a deliberate, thoughtful, and 
balanced way. 

I mentioned earlier the numbers of 
clinical trials. We don’t know how 
many trials there are. 

Let me quote Susan Okie who was ac-
tually a classmate of mine in medical 
school and who writes for the Wash-
ington Post. On May 16, 2001, she wrote 
an article for the Post entitled ‘‘U.S. 
Oversight Urged for Human Research’’. 
It says: 

No figures are available on how many stud-
ies on humans are conducted annually in 
this country. 

Again, I just want to make the point 
that nobody knows how many studies 
there are. 

She continues: 
However, data on biomedical research show 

explosive growth in the last two decades. 
Federal spending for health research in-
creased from $6.9 billion to $13.4 billion be-
tween 1986 and 1995, and industry spending 
tripled from $6.2 billion to $18.6 billion dur-
ing the same period. Between 40,000 and 
50,000 U.S. researchers are thought to par-
ticipate in conducting clinical studies in hu-
mans. 

I went to the FDA. Since the Con-
gressional Budget Office does not 
know, since none of my colleagues 
knows, since in the hearings people did 
not know, I asked, What about the 
FDA? The FDA does not track the 
number of clinical trials being con-
ducted as a part of their protocol. Yet 
the extension of the Kennedy bill is 
going to cover these trials. The FDA 
doesn’t even track the number of clin-
ical trials. They do track the number 
of investigational new drugs and inves-
tigational device exemptions. 

There are roughly 11,800 trials by the 
Center for Drug Evaluation. There are 
about 2,800 trials by the Center for Bio-
logic Evaluation and Research. And 
there are about 1,000 trials by the Cen-
ter for Devices and Radiological 
Health. That is the FDA. 

The Kennedy-McCain-Edwards bill 
says they will pay for the increment in 
the number of trials, but they do not 
know how much those trials are going 
to cost. At least that data has not been 
present, and it has not been presented 
in the hearings. When I have looked for 
it, I have not been able to find the in-
cremental cost. 

If you go back to the Congressional 
Budget Office, it says that is the dif-
ference between the CBO estimate and 
yours. That is working backwards, be-
cause the Congressional Budget Office 
does not know. 

In the NIH, for the record, in terms 
of clinical trials, there are about 4,200 
clinical trials, what are called extra-
mural and intramural—outside of the 
institution and inside of the institu-
tion. 

The Department of Defense: I have 
not been able to determine how many 
clinical trials we are going to cover. 

The Veterans’ Administration: About 
162 clinical trials and 729 extramural 
VA-funded clinical trials. 

The FDA was supposed to create a 
database of clinical trials last year. It 
is up and running, but it is not com-
plete, to the best of my knowledge. I 
will try to look into that to see if we 
can find out how many they have on 
that particular database. 

Let me close with one last point that 
I implied earlier and talked about a lit-
tle bit earlier. It has to do with protec-
tion of human subjects. 

Our goal should be to protect individ-
uals who voluntarily participate in re-
search and clinical trials. This is very 
important for my colleagues to under-
stand. Right now, there are inadequate 
safety protections, if we look in the 
global sense at these thousands of clin-
ical trials. 

I mentioned the death of Jesse 
Gelsinger in gene therapy in a clinical 
trial in 1999. Following that, the Sub-
committee on Public Health held two 
hearings. We found a systemic break-
down of oversight, ranging from inves-
tigators to institutional review boards 
in the Federal agencies specifically re-
sponsible for ensuring the safety of pa-
tients. 

Since we came to this conclusion 
that we are inadequately protecting 
human subjects, we must act. As we go 
into this field of further subsidizing 
clinical trials, I am very hopeful that 
on both sides of the aisle we can work 
together and put forth the appropriate 
protections. 

The underlying amendment put forth 
by Senator MCCAIN is a sense of the 
Senate that we will be voting on to-
morrow morning. From my reading of 
it, it appears to be a very positive 
amendment that endorses the impor-
tance of clinical trials. On the last 
page it says: A health maintenance or-
ganization’s decision that an in-net-
work physician without the necessary 
expertise can provide care for a seri-
ously ill patient, including someone 
battling cancer, should be appealable 
to an independent, impartial body, and 
the right should be available to all 
Americans in need of access to high- 
quality specialty care. 

Again, it goes to the internal and ex-
ternal appeals. That is something that 
would be taken care of in the under-
lying bill—both the Frist-Breaux-Jef-
fords bill as well as the Kennedy- 
McCain-Edwards bill. 

As I understand, it, the debate will 
continue tomorrow morning. I believe 
there are 30 minutes for each side, and 
then we will vote at that point in time. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I ap-
preciate your patience and the patience 

of my colleagues for allowing me to ad-
dress this issue. 

f 

THE NEXT ROUND OF NATO 
ENLARGEMENT 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate President Bush 
for his unequivocal support for the 
next round of enlargement of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization, which he 
voiced during his recent trip to Europe. 

Several months ago I made clear my 
opposition to a so-called ‘‘zero option’’ 
of not admitting any new country to 
membership at next year’s NATO Sum-
mit in Prague. Largely at the adminis-
tration’s urging, the alliance last week 
formally laid the ‘‘zero option’’ to rest. 
At least one country will be invited to 
membership in Prague. 

In addition, in several venues I have 
declared that no country outside of 
NATO has any veto right over which 
country or countries the alliance will 
invite to membership. 

Most particularly this statement ap-
plies to the three Baltic states—Lith-
uania, Latvia, and Estonia—and Rus-
sia’s evident opposition to their joining 
NATO. 

It would be totally unacceptable to 
grant Russia any such veto. Let us not 
forget the history of the last 61 years. 

In 1940, Moscow rigged bogus ‘‘invita-
tions’’ from the three independent Bal-
tic states to be incorporated by the So-
viet Union. I am proud as an American 
that this country for more than 50 
years never recognized this illegal an-
nexation. 

Following annexation, and during the 
ensuing 5 years, the Soviets murdered 
thousands of Baltic citizens and de-
ported thousands more to deepest Sibe-
ria. Guerilla warfare against the occu-
piers erupted in the forests of all three 
countries, with the last anti-Soviet 
partisan in Lithuania not surrendering 
until the 1960s. 

Despite their heroic struggle, the 
Baltic peoples had to endure the iron 
repression of Soviet communism for 
half a century. Now, in the wake of the 
collapse of the Soviet Union, all three 
Baltic countries are full-fledged democ-
racies that are developing their civil 
societies and free-market economies. 

After Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia 
suffered the 51 years of Soviet-inflicted 
brutalities, it would be morally gro-
tesque to deny them the fundamental 
right to choose their own system of se-
curity that is accorded to every other 
European country. This would be the 
ultimate ‘‘double whammy,’’ in essence 
saying, ‘‘since you suffered so much, 
you may not ensure your safety in the 
future!’’ 

No, Mr. President, we must never re-
peat, even by inference, the infamous 
Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact of 1939, which 
carved up northeastern Europe between 
Stalin and Hitler: There must be no 
more ‘‘red lines’’ in Europe. 

Russia, with which I sincerely hope 
we can develop a harmonious and pro-
ductive relationship, must understand 
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that NATO enlargement in general, 
and a Baltic dimension to enlargement 
in particular, pose absolutely no threat 
whatsoever to Russia. With several of 
its high-ranking military officers per-
manently attached to NATO and 
SHAPE, Russia must know that the old 
Soviet propaganda was a deliberate lie. 
NATO is, and always was, a purely de-
fensive alliance. 

I believe that President Bush and 
Secretary of State Powell are correct 
in saying that it is premature at this 
time to ‘‘name names’’ of countries to 
be invited to NATO membership at the 
Prague Summit. The Alliance has laid 
out a detailed procedure for qualifying 
for membership. Most importantly, in 
the spring of 2002 NATO must make a 
third evaluation of each country’s 
membership action plan or ‘‘MAP.’’ 

But it is no secret that some coun-
tries are making significant progress 
militarily, politically, economically, 
and socially. Slovenia, I believe, is al-
ready eminently qualified for NATO 
membership. Unless it lapses into over- 
confidence during the next year, it 
should be a shoo-in in Prague. 

Lithuania has apparently done re-
markably well in fulfilling its MAP, 
and its neighbors, Latvia and Estonia, 
are also coming on strong. The legal 
status and treatment of the Russian 
minority in all three countries now is 
in full compliance with international 
standards. As long as lingering rem-
nants of bigotry in the Baltic states 
continue to be erased by democratic 
education and practice, the political 
requirements for NATO membership 
should be met. 

Slovakia, after having lost precious 
time under the populist administration 
of Vladimir Meciar, now has a demo-
cratic government that is also making 
giant strides toward membership. Its 
national elections in the fall of 2002 
will be decisive in proving to NATO 
that this progress is permanent. 

The southern Balkans, of course, are 
strategically the most important area 
for NATO enlargement. Romania and 
Bulgaria are potentially vital members 
for the Alliance. Both countries have 
overcome various kinds of misrule and 
are also making progress. Other aspi-
rant countries in the southern Balkans 
are more long-term candidates. 

In 1998, I had the privilege of being 
floor manager for the successful Senate 
ratification of the legislation admit-
ting Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 
Republic to NATO. I look forward to 
playing the same role in 2003 for the 
admission of one or more of the current 
candidate countries. 

f 

THE GROWING WEB OF SUSPICION 
OF ASIAN AMERICANS 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
indicate my deep concern about what I 
perceive to be increasing bias in the 
United States toward Asian Americans 
and Chinese Americans in particular. 

In recent years, we have seen those 
on the far right and the far left of the 

political spectrum raise allegations 
without proof, distort facts, and make 
it impossible to refute insinuations. 
Thus, a web of suspicion is woven 
about the loyalties of Asian Americans 
to the United States. 

This has created an atmosphere of 
anti-Asian American and anti-Chinese 
American sentiment: a House Select 
Committee report on National Security 
(although widely debunked as without 
foundation); the botched Wen Ho Lee 
investigation; the recent incident with 
Representative DAVID WU; the attacks 
against U.S. Secretary of Labor Elaine 
Chao; hate crimes against Asian Amer-
icans; and the attacks against former 
California State Treasurer Matt Fong. 

These examples—and others—have 
contributed to a troubling and negative 
stereotyping of Asian-Americans. 

Evidence of this comes from a recent 
Yankelovich survey which asserts: 68 
percent of Americans now have a some-
what negative or very negative atti-
tude toward Chinese Americans; one in 
three now believe that Chinese Ameri-
cans are more loyal to China than to 
the United States; nearly half of all 
Americans—or 46 percent—now believe 
that Chinese-Americans passing secrets 
to China is a problem; and 34 percent 
believe that Chinese Americans now 
‘‘have too much influence’’ in the U.S. 
high technology sector. 

Tragically, the unfounded suspicions 
about the loyalties of Asian Americans 
has itself created a sense of unease 
among the Asian American commu-
nity. 

According to Asian American focus 
groups conducted for the Committee of 
100 during January 2001, Asian Ameri-
cans believe that too many Americans 
see them as foreigners or as ‘‘perma-
nent aliens.’’ 

Increasingly, Chinese-Americans 
with contacts, family, friendships or 
business connections in China are la-
beled disloyal to the United States 
simply because of their ethnic back-
ground and heritage. 

The sentiment seems to be that you 
can’t be both Chinese-American and a 
loyal American as well. 

Now that is not what America is all 
about. 

Sadly, our Nation has a long history 
of discrimination against Americans of 
Asian and Pacific Island ancestry. 
Without a doubt, Asian Americans 
have suffered from unfounded and dem-
agogic accusations of disloyalty. 

Americans of Asian and Pacific Is-
land descent have been subjected to 
discriminatory laws that have pre-
vented their right to become, and be 
seen as, Americans: 

The Chinese Exclusionary Act of 1882 
barred the immigration of Chinese la-
borers. 

In 1907, the ‘‘Gentleman’s Agree-
ment’’ between the United States and 
Japan limited Japanese immigration 
to the United States. 

A 1913 California law erected barriers 
to prevent Asian Americans from be-
coming land-owners. 

The Immigration Act of 1917 prohib-
ited immigration from nearly the en-
tire Asia-Pacific region. 

The National Origins Act of 1924 
banned immigration of persons ineli-
gible for citizenship. 

Asian Americans were not able to be-
come citizens of the United States for 
over 160 years and the Supreme Court 
consistently upheld laws prohibiting 
citizenship for Asians and Pacific Is-
landers with the last of these laws not 
repealed until 1952. 

The Tydings-McDuffie Act of 1934 
limited the number of Filipino immi-
grants to 50 per year. 

During World War II, we witnessed 
one the worst acts of discrimination 
against any group of Americans, the 
internment of 120,000 patriotic and 
loyal Americans of Japanese ancestry. 

Despite the fact that their family 
members were being denied their basic 
rights as Americans, many young Jap-
anese Americans volunteered to fight 
for their country and they did so with 
bravery, honor, and valor. 

The record of the U.S. Army’s 100th 
Battalion and 442nd Infantry Combat 
Group speaks for itself and is without 
equal: 18,000 individual decorations 
awarded including 52 Distinguished 
Service Crosses, 560 Silver Stars, and 
9,480 Purple Hearts. 

The record of the 442nd Combat 
Group made up of Japanese American 
soldiers, including our esteemed col-
league Senator DANIEL INOUYE is un-
usual: They were the most decorated 
unit of its size in the Army during 
World War II, yet only one member 
until last year received the Medal of 
Honor when Senator INOUYE finally re-
ceived his long overdue recognition. 

Throughout U.S. history Asian Amer-
icans have been subjected to discrimi-
natory actions, including the prohibi-
tion of individuals from owning prop-
erty, voting, testifying in court or at-
tending school with other people in the 
United States. 

It is long past time to turn the page 
on this chapter of our Nation’s history. 

And I am appalled that in recent 
years some have resorted to negative 
stereotypes to question the integrity of 
an entire community. 

Tragically, this rising tide in dis-
crimination has contributed to a grow-
ing number of crimes hate crimes 
against Asian Americans. 

According to the National Asian Pa-
cific American Legal Consortium, 
there were 486 reported incidents of vi-
olence against Asian Americans in the 
latest figures available for 1999, an in-
crease from the 429 incidents in 1998. 

This upward trend is even more trou-
bling because it is contrary to the find-
ing reported by the Department of Jus-
tice’s 1999 crime victimization report 
that violent crime rates had fallen by 
10 percent during this same period. 

Who can forget the harrowing photos 
in August of 1999 of pre-school children 
holding hands while fleeing the North 
Valley Jewish Community center when 
a white supremacist walked into their 
school and opened fire? 
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Later that day, the perpetrator shot 

and killed Joseph Ileto, a Filipino- 
American postal worker. Ileto was a 
kind hearted and unselfish man who 
was simply in the wrong place at the 
wrong time and slain because of his 
skin color. 

In May 1999, a Japanese American 
store owner was shot in Chicago, Illi-
nois by a gunmen seeking out ethnic 
targets. 

In July 1999, Benjamin Smith, a 21- 
year-old college student, went on a 
three day shooting rampage in Illinois 
and Indiana, killing one Korean Amer-
ican, one African American, and injur-
ing nine others—Jews, Asian Ameri-
cans, and African Americans. 

These examples are just the tip of the 
iceberg when it comes to hate crimes 
against Asian Americans. 

And make no mistake about it, these 
attacks are in part fueled by the anti- 
Asian sentiment that lingers in our so-
ciety today. 

Even with the strides we have made 
in combating hate crimes thus far, 
Asian American groups report that 
these crimes are still frequently under- 
reported and therefore the ‘‘real’’ num-
bers of these incidents is unclear. 

According to the Asian Law Caucus’s 
Interim Executive Director Frank Tse: 

The invisibility of Asian Pacific Americans 
has real detrimental effects. If law enforce-
ment does not perceive that we are suscep-
tible to hate crimes, then they are more 
likely to overlook the red flags at a crime 
scene. We have seen this firsthand. The re-
sult is that perpetrators are not prosecuted, 
victims do not receive appropriate assistance 
and the under reporting continues. 

The rising tide of anti-Asian Amer-
ican attitudes that can lead to these 
sorts of tragic incidents are all too 
often aided and abetted by those in 
government and the media who ought 
to know and act better. 

Many Chinese-Americans, for exam-
ple, feel that the Report of the House 
Select Committee on U.S. National Se-
curity and Military/Commercial Con-
cerns with the People’s Republic of 
China promoted an atmosphere of sus-
picion about the loyalty of Chinese 
Americans to their country. 

The House Committee report as-
serted that: 

Threats to national security can come 
from PRC scientists, students, business peo-
ple, or bureaucrats, in addition to profes-
sional civilian and military intelligence op-
erations. 

The PRC also tries to identify ethnic Chi-
nese in the United States who have access to 
sensitive information, and sometimes is able 
to enlist their cooperation in illegal tech-
nology or information transfers. 

It is estimated that at any given time 
there are over 100,000 PRC nationals who are 
either attending U.S. universities or have re-
mained in the United States after graduating 
from a U.S. university. These PRC nationals 
provide a ready target for PRC intelligence 
officers and PRC Government controlled or-
ganizations, both while they are in the 
United States and when they return to the 
PRC. 

In light of the number of interactions tak-
ing place between PRC and U.S. citizens and 
organizations over the last decade as trade 

and other forms of cooperation have 
bloomed, the opportunities for the PRC to 
attempt to acquire information and tech-
nology, including sensitive national security 
secrets, are immense. 

Although it is true that the Chinese 
Intelligence sources utilize these tech-
niques, many Chinese-Americans feel 
that these sorts of broad-brush allega-
tions create an atmosphere where all 
Asian Americans fall under a cloud of 
suspicion. 

The report seems to suggest, for ex-
ample, that because the PRC may try 
to recruit some ethnically Chinese sci-
entists in the U.S., all ethnic Chinese 
are under suspicion. 

A review of the Report by Stanford 
University’s Center for International 
Security and Cooperation concluded 
that the Report was inflammatory, in-
accurate, and damaging to U.S.-China 
Relations. 

Its principal editor, Dr. Michael May, 
argued that the Report alleged that 
‘‘essentially all Chinese visitors to the 
United States are potential spies. This 
has cast a cloud of suspicion over both 
foreign and Asian-born U.S. staff mem-
bers of U.S. companies.’’ 

Many Chinese and Asian American 
groups have written to me to express 
their concerns about the impact the in-
sinuations and unfounded allegations 
of the Report have had on Chinese and 
Asian Americans. In a May 21st letter 
to the Editor and Chief of the Los An-
geles Times, John Fugh, a retired Chi-
nese-American Major General with 33 
years of service in the U.S. Army and 
its former Judge Advocate General, 
wrote: 

The impact of this inflammatory report 
has created an environment in which many 
Chinese and Asian Americans have had their 
loyalty questioned based on their ethnicity, 
especially in the defense sector. 

The Asian Law Alliance of San Jose 
noted that the allegations of the Re-
port ‘‘led to a broad-based hysteria 
that detrimentally impacted Asian 
American scientists working to sup-
port U.S. research and development.’’ 

The Organization of Chinese Ameri-
cans argued that the ‘‘report and the 
false impression it gave the American 
public had serious repercussions on the 
careers of Chinese Americans at some 
government agencies and in some in-
stances, private industry.’’ 

Now I would like to speak about 
some people who may well have been 
targeted because they are Asian Ameri-
cans. 

Dr. Wen Ho Lee, an American citizen 
and nuclear scientist, formerly em-
ployed at the Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, was arrested in 1999 on 59 
charges ranging from violating the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 to mis-
handling classified data and held in 
solitary confinement for nine months 
before all charges were dropped except 
for one—downloading classified data 
onto his personal computer. I have 
been told that others at the lab also 
downloaded information but were not 
charged. 

Media reports and government infor-
mation portrayed him as a Chinese spy. 

After reviewing the facts of the case, 
I am convinced that whatever else may 
have been involved the case also had 
serious undertones of racial stereo-
typing that need to be examined close-
ly. 

This is a man who had been held 
under the most extraordinary security 
conditions. Dr. Lee, a sixty-year old 
scientist at the time, was prohibited 
from outside contact, except for his 
immediate family, and shackled at the 
wrists, waist and ankles on the occa-
sions in which he was allowed to leave 
his cell. 

In an impassioned letter about the 
Wen Ho Lee case, one of my constitu-
ents expressed: 

As a Chinese American . . . I ask no more 
than what is due to every citizen of this 
country, namely, to be treated with respect 
and dignity. I resent those who would ques-
tion the loyalty of Chinese Americans any 
time a particular Chinese American is sus-
pected of an egregious act. In their haste to 
decry the alleged espionage by an individual, 
not only are these public officials and said 
media guilty of a rush to judgment but of 
tarring with a broad brush other American 
citizens who are guilty of nothing else other 
than having the same ethnicity of the sus-
pect. 

Instances like the Wen Ho Lee case 
engender a sense of disunity and divi-
sion within the community, which un-
dermines the basic tenets on which this 
nation was founded. 

In another instance of how poisoned 
this atmosphere has become, Oregon 
U.S. Representative DAVID WU was re-
cently nearly denied entry into the De-
partment of Energy building in Wash-
ington, DC because guards questioned 
whether he was an American citizen. 

After Representative WU and an aide 
arrived, a guard refused to recognize 
his Congressional identification and 
asked three times whether the two 
were U.S. citizens. 

Eventually, the two were allowed 
entry by a supervisor but this incident 
indicates the web of suspicion sur-
rounding all Asian Americans, and 
even those that are elected to Con-
gress. 

Following the incident, Representa-
tive WU wrote U.S. Energy Secretary 
Spencer Abraham: 

I am disturbed that yesterday’s incident is 
the tip of an iceberg, an indicator of a much 
larger problem at DOE which maybe dam-
aging our national security. 

Representative WU has asked Sec-
retary Abraham to review employment 
practices and operating procedures to 
prevent future discrimination against 
employees of Asian descent. I join with 
Representative WU in this important 
request. 

Lastly, in recent months, a distin-
guished public servant currently the 
Secretary of Labor, has been harshly 
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and unfairly attacked and her loyalty 
questioned because, as a Chinese-Amer-
ican, she has knowledge of China, has 
met with Chinese business people, citi-
zens, and leaders. 

This is yet another case in which eth-
nic background appears to be sufficient 
grounds to question someone’s patriot-
ism, someone’s business activities, and 
in this case, even the conduct of Elaine 
Chao’s husband as a U.S. Senator. 

Another troubling incident involves 
the case of Matt Fong, a former Treas-
urer of the State of California and a 
former Lieutenant colonel in the U.S. 
Air Force, who has been nominated as 
Under Secretary of the Army and has 
had his loyalty to our nation ques-
tioned. 

As it transpires, Mr. Fong unknow-
ingly accepted some funds which he 
should not have in order to retire debt 
from his 1994 campaign for California 
treasurer from Ted Sioeng, an Indo-
nesian businessman. 

But when Mr. Fong discovered that 
some of these funds came from 
Sioeng’s personal account, he imme-
diately returned the money. There 
were legitimate questions raised about 
the Sioeng donation but Matt Fong did 
the right thing when he found out: He 
returned the money. 

I am sad to say that questionable 
campaign contributions of this sort 
occur more often than they should, 
from people of all ethnicities and back-
grounds. That is one of the reasons why 
campaign finance reform is so essen-
tial. 

So why in this case are there some 
who still raise questions about Mr. 
Fong’s loyalty, suggesting that be-
cause of this contribution, which some 
believe may have originated with the 
Chinese government, Mr. Fong may 
represent a security risk? 

There is no evidence that the funds 
to Mr. Fong originated with the Chi-
nese government, or that the contribu-
tion represents an effort by the Chinese 
government to ‘‘buy’’ Mr. Fong. But 
because of Mr. Fong’s ethnicity, just 
leveling the allegation creates an envi-
ronment of suspicion which by its na-
ture is difficult to refute. 

All is insinuation, and I am loath to 
say that it appears that it can only be 
for one reason why these questions 
have been raised: Mr. Fong’s ethnicity. 

As Karen Narasaki, President and 
Executive Director of the National 
Asian Pacific American Legal Consor-
tium put it: 

Fong’s mother served as California Sec-
retary of State for many years and Fong 
himself has served his country, both in the 
Air Force and as California State Treasurer. 
To question his loyalty to the U.S. is the 
worst sort of racial profiling. 

I am disappointed that there are 
many who appear to believe that it is 
still acceptable to attack Asian Ameri-
cans. This is completely unacceptable 
in America. 

All Americans should be highly of-
fended by the negative stereotypes and 
media coverage of Asian-Americans 

who have made profound contributions 
to our nation. 

How can we question the loyalty of 
any American because of his or her 
race or ethnic background? To put it 
simply, this is un-American and must 
be stopped. 

We all need to work together to raise 
awareness about the positive contribu-
tions all Asian Americans have made 
to every aspect of life here in the 
United States, and of the sacrifices 
they have made in defense of this coun-
try. 

We must redouble our efforts to 
eliminate racial stereotypes that 
strike at the heart of American values 
and shame us all. 

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT 
OF 2001 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I rise today to speak about hate crimes 
legislation I introduced with Senator 
KENNEDY in March of this year. The 
Local law Enforcement Act of 2001 
would add new categories to current 
hate crimes legislation sending a sig-
nal that violence of any kind is unac-
ceptable in our society. 

I would like to describe a terrible 
crime that occurred September 28, 1994 
in Las Vegas, NV. A gay man, Scott 
Grundy, 30, was shot to death. Aaron 
Vandaele, 19, was charged with murder, 
robbery, burglary, and grand larceny 
after he allegedly said he planned to 
visit a gay bar to rob a homosexual. 

I believe that Government’s first 
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend 
them against the harms that come out 
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement 
Enhancement Act of 2001 is now a sym-
bol that can become substance. I be-
lieve that by passing this legislation, 
we can change hearts and minds as 
well. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, June 20, 2001, the Federal debt 
stood at $5,641,023,159,870.17, five tril-
lion, six hundred forty-one billion, 
twenty-three million, one hundred 
fifty-nine thousand, eight hundred sev-
enty dollars and seventeen cents. 

One year ago, June 20, 2000, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,653,560,000,000, five 
trillion, six hundred fifty-three billion, 
five hundred sixty million. 

Five years ago, June 20, 1996, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,108,536,000,000, five 
trillion, one hundred eight billion, five 
hundred thirty-six million. 

Ten years ago, June 20, 1991, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $3,493,082,000,000, 
three trillion, four hundred ninety- 
three billion, eighty-two million. 

Fifteen years ago, June 20, 1986, the 
Federal debt stood at $2,039,809,000,000, 
Two trillion, thirty-nine billion, eight 
hundred nine million, which reflects a 
debt increase of more than $3.5 trillion, 
$3,601,214,159,870.17, three trillion, six 
hundred one billion, two hundred four-

teen million, one hundred fifty-nine 
thousand, eight hundred seventy dol-
lars and seventeen cents during the 
past 15 years. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

REVEREND LEON SULLIVAN 

∑ Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to pay tribute to 
Reverend Leon Sullivan who was not 
only a great American but a great cit-
izen of the world. He was called the 
‘‘Lion of Zion,’’ a reference to the Zion 
Baptist Church where he was a fixture 
at the pulpit for 38 years. His accom-
plishments carried him beyond the city 
of Philadelphia to nationwide acclaim 
and then to worldwide leadership. 
From founding the Opportunities In-
dustrialization Center, OIC, to Amer-
ica’s most prestigious corporate boards 
where he brought recognition for mi-
nority employment to initiatives on 
education and health care in Africa, 
Dr. Sullivan was a global leader in suc-
cessfully striving to improve the qual-
ity of life for those in need of assist-
ance. 

I first met Dr. Sullivan in the late 
1950s when I was an Assistant District 
Attorney prosecuting cases in a mag-
istrate’s court at 19th and Oxford 
Streets in the heart of the city’s Afri-
can American community. Dr. Sullivan 
reclaimed that shambled police court 
and made it into OIC’s first job train-
ing school. From that modest start, Dr. 
Sullivan went on to establish 56 cen-
ters nationally and another 46 centers 
internationally. 

Standing 6 feet 5 inches, Dr. Sullivan 
was a powerful orator in the Zion Bap-
tist Church on Sundays and an even 
more powerful social innovator the 
other 6 days of the week. His towering 
strength gained national recognition 
when he was asked to serve on the 
board of directors of General Motors, 
Mellon Bank, Boy Scouts of America, 
and the Southern African Development 
Fund. 

With unparalleled accomplishments 
in the United States, Dr. Sullivan then 
turned his attention to Africa, where 
he initiated the Sullivan Principles. 
The Sullivan Principles are a code of 
conduct for businesses operating in 
South Africa which is acknowledged to 
be one of the most effective efforts in 
combating discrimination in the work-
place. On April 12, 2000, I introduced a 
resolution along with Senator FEIN-
GOLD that called on companies large 
and small in every part of the world to 
support and adhere to the Global Sul-
livan Principles of Corporate Social 
Responsibility wherever they have op-
erations. 

Dr. Sullivan also founded the Inter-
national Foundation for Education and 
Self-Help, IFESH. IFESH was estab-
lished to train people around the world 
in various disciplines including farm-
ing, teaching, healthcare, banking and 
economics. 
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As an Assistant District Attorney in 

Philadelphia in the early 1960s and as 
District Attorney through the mid- 
1970s, I worked with Dr. Sullivan on a 
wide variety of projects to combat ju-
venile delinquency, reform prison 
abuses and provide for realistic reha-
bilitation for many convicted in Phila-
delphia’s courts. For two decades in 
the U.S. Senate, I continued to work 
with Dr. Sullivan. As a member of the 
Senate Foreign Operations Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, I worked with the 
Subcommittee to secure a total of $38 
million in funding since 1984 to support 
the work of Opportunities Industrial-
ization Centers, OIC, International. 
Since its founding in 1970, OIC Inter-
national has trained and provided jobs 
for thousands of poverty stricken peo-
ple in Africa, Europe, and Asia. Also, I 
have worked with the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development to as-
sist Reverend Sullivan build Opportu-
nities Towers, which provides afford-
able housing for seniors and retirees in 
Philadelphia and other major cities. 

When Dr. Sullivan passed away on 
Tuesday, April 24, 2001, the United 
States and the world had lost a great 
humanitarian, an acclaimed theolo-
gian, an extraordinary social activist 
and a great world leader.∑ 

f 

DEATH OF JUSTICE STANLEY 
MOSK 

∑ Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, on 
Tuesday, California lost one of its 
greatest jurists, Justice Stanley Mosk. 

For more than a half century, and for 
37 years on the bench of the State Su-
preme Court, Stanley Mosk served 
California with thoughtfulness, with 
honor, and indeed, with wisdom. 

He was the longest-serving member 
in the court’s 151-year history, issuing 
a total of 1,688 opinions over his career, 
including 727 majority rulings, 570 dis-
sents, and 391 concurrences. 

I knew Stanley Mosk well, and I re-
spected him greatly. He’s been a giant 
on the Supreme Court, and he will be 
missed deeply. 

Justice Mosk began his political ca-
reer as executive secretary to Governor 
Culbert L. Olson in 1938. 

Following that, he was appointed to 
the Los Angeles Superior Court, where 
he served for 15 years. 

And beginning in 1958, Mosk was 
elected California attorney-general, be-
coming the first Jewish man or woman 
to be elected to statewide office in the 
State. 

Finally in 1964, weary of politics, 
Justice Mosk was appointed to the su-
preme court by Governor Pat Brown. 

In this career which spanned more 
than 53 years, Justice Mosk broke new 
ground in the areas of the environ-
ment, the right to sue, and, perhaps 
most notably, in race discrimination, 
where he protected the right of all indi-
viduals, regardless of race, to be equal-
ly protected by the law. 

As early as 1947, while on the supe-
rior court, Mosk issued his first ruling 

dealing with race, holding that whites- 
only restrictions on property were un-
enforceable. 

Then in 1961, when serving as attor-
ney-general, he persuaded the Profes-
sional Golfers Association to admit 
black golfers. 

Later, on the supreme court, Mosk 
wrote perhaps his most famous deci-
sion of his career on the case of Allan 
Bakke, a white student who challenged 
racial quotas in the University of Cali-
fornia admissions program. 

Writing for the majority, Mosk held 
that the University’s quota-based ad-
missions program, that favored minori-
ties over whites, was unconstitutional. 

In each of these decisions, Mosk fa-
vored the right of the individual to be 
treated as an equal, with complete dis-
regard to his or her race. It is a formu-
lation which has stood the test of time. 

In addition, Mosk wrote hundreds of 
decisions that have deeply impacted 
the State. Some of those include: An 
opinion written in 1980 allowing vic-
tims of the drug DES to sue all makers 
of the drug, on the basis of their mar-
ket share, when the specific manufac-
turer was unknown to the victims; A 
1972 decision that extended the restric-
tions of the California Environmental 
Quality Act to private developers; and 
A 1979 decision that held that a dis-
abled parent could not be denied cus-
tody of a child solely because of a phys-
ical handicap. 

Moreover, many of Mosk’s opinions 
reflected his belief in the doctrine of 
‘‘independent state grounds,’’ which 
holds that the Federal Constitution 
provides a minimum standard of indi-
vidual rights upon which States can 
build. 

Stanley Mosk’s life was devoted to 
the law and to the State of California. 
His prolific careers illustrated his deep 
commitment to equality, and he leaves 
a legacy that will last for years to 
come. 

He is survived by his wife, Kaygey 
Kash Mosk, and son Richard M. Mosk.∑ 

f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO BOB AND 
ORLENE THOMAS 

∑ Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise today to offer congratulations to 
two great Kansans, Bob and Orlene 
Thomas. On May 18, 1961 Bob and 
Orlene met in a chapel in Kansas and 
joined each other in Holy matrimony. 
In the 40 years that have followed, 
their little family has grown to include 
three children, who have grown to bless 
Bob and Orlene with five beautiful 
grandchildren. It is my understanding 
that the happy couple will be joined 
this weekend by their family to cele-
brate their 40th anniversary. 

It is no secret to my colleagues that 
I believe marriage is the most sacred 
and important institution in society 
today. Bob and Orlene’s marriage 
marks an example for all of how to pre-
serve that institution. They have lived 
through richer and poorer. They have 
had good times and bad. They have wit-

nessed both sickness and health. 
Through all of it, armed with their love 
for one another and the support of 
their family, Bob and Orlene have per-
sisted. 

I congratulate this great Kansas cou-
ple on their 40th wedding anniversary 
and wish them continued happiness for 
many years to come.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JACK MCCONNELL, 
M.D. 

∑ Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, peo-
ple who fuss about doctors should read 
this article from the June 18, 2001 issue 
of Newsweek magazine. I know of no 
other profession that has banded to-
gether as well as the doctors men-
tioned in order to continue to serve. 
South Carolina is proud of Jack 
McConnell. For launching this effort 
and inspiring others to do likewise, he 
deserves the Congressional Gold Medal. 

The article follows: 
‘‘AND WHAT DID YOU DO FOR SOMEONE 

TODAY?’’ 
(By Jack McConnell, M.D.) 

When I was a child, we observed Father’s 
Day by walking to the local Methodist 
church and listening to my father preach. We 
didn’t have a car—my dad believed he could 
not ‘‘support Mr. Ford’’ on a minister’s sal-
ary and still see that all of his seven children 
went to college. While we understood it was 
a special day—my mother would have some-
thing exceptional like a roast or a turkey 
cooking in the oven—in many ways it was 
not all that different from any other day. As 
soon as my brothers and sisters and I got 
home, we’d all gather around the dining- 
room table, where we took turns answering 
our father’s daily question: ‘‘And what did 
you do for someone today?’’ 

While that voice and those words always 
stuck in my mind, they often got pushed 
aside by more immediate concerns: long 
hours in medical school, building a career in 
medical research, getting married, raising 
children and acquiring the material 
accouterments every father wants for his 
family. All the hallmarks of a ‘‘successful’’ 
life, according to today’s standards. When 
these goals were met and that busy time of 
life was over, retirement followed on Hilton 
Head Island, S.C. 

My wife and I built our home in a gated 
community surrounded by yacht clubs and 
golf courses. But when I left the compound 
and its luxurious buffer zone for the other 
side of the island, I was traveling on unpaved 
roads lined with leaky bungalows. The ‘‘life-
style’’ of many of the native islanders stood 
in jarring contrast to my cozy existence. I 
was stunned by the disparity. 

By means of a lifelong habit of mine of giv-
ing rides to hitchhikers—remember, I grew 
up without a car—I got to talking to some of 
these local folks. And I discovered that the 
vast majority of the maids, gardeners, wait-
resses and construction workers who make 
this island work had little or no access to 
medical care. It seemed outrageous to me. I 
wondered why someone didn’t do something 
about that. Then my father’s words, which 
had at times receded to a whisper, rang in 
my head again: ‘‘What did you do for some-
one today?’’ 

Even though my father had died several 
years before, I guess I still didn’t want to 
disappoint him. So I started working on a so-
lution. The island was full of retired doctors. 
If I could persuade them to spend a few hours 
a week volunteering their services, we could 
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provide free primary health care to those so 
desperately in need of it. Most of the doctors 
I approached liked the idea, so long as their 
life savings wouldn’t be put at risk by mal-
practice suits. They also wanted to be reli-
censed without a long, bureaucratic hassle. 
It took one year and plenty of persistence, 
but I was able to persuade the state legisla-
ture to create a special license for doctors 
volunteering in not-for-profit clinics, and 
got full malpractice coverage for everyone 
from South Carolina’s Joint Underwriting 
Association for only $5,000 a year. 

The town donated land, local residents 
contributed office and medical equipment 
and some of the potential patients volun-
teered their weekends stuccoing the building 
that would become the clinic. We named it 
Volunteers in Medicine and we opened its 
doors in 1994, fully staffed by retired physi-
cians, nurses, dentists and chiropractors as 
well as nearly 150 lay volunteers. That year 
we had 5,000 patient visits; last year we had 
16,000. 

Somehow word of what we were doing got 
around. Soon we were fielding phone calls 
from retired physicians all over the country, 
asking for help in starting VIM clinics in 
their communities. We did the best we 
could—there are now 15 other clinics oper-
ating—but we couldn’t keep up with the 
need. Yet last month I think my father’s 
words found their way up north, to McNeil 
Consumer Healthcare, the maker of Tylenol. 
A major grant from McNeil will allow us to 
respond to these requests and help establish 
other free clinics in communities around the 
country. 

According to statistics, there are 150,000 
retired doctors and 400,000 retired nurses 
somewhere out there, many of them itching 
to practice medicine again. Since I heeded 
my dad’s words, my golf handicap has risen 
from a 16 to a 26 and my leisure time has 
evaporated into 60-hour weeks of unpaid 
work, but my energy level has increased and 
there is a satisfaction in my life that wasn’t 
there before. In one of those paradoxes of 
life, I have benefited more from Volunteers 
in Medicine than my patients have. 

This Father’s Day, of course, my dad is not 
around. And my children are all grown and 
out on their own. But now I remind them the 
best way to celebrate this holiday is by lis-
tening and responding to their grandfather’s 
question: ‘‘What did you do for someone 
today?’’ That’s my father’s most valuable 
legacy—to me and my children.∑ 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF JACOB 
MELLINGER 

∑ Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize Jacob Mellinger 
of New Jersey, who will soon be cele-
brating his 100th birthday. Mr. 
Mellinger will reach this momentous 
milestone on July 5th of this year, and 
I would like to acknowledge this spe-
cial moment. 

Jacob Mellinger emigrated to the 
United States at the tender age of six, 
from Remenyia, Austria-Hungary. 
Since then, Mr. Mellinger has lived a 
life full of accomplishment, compas-
sion and service. Upon graduating from 
the New Jersey Law School in 1927, he 
went on to build a successful law prac-
tice that lasted for 60 years. During 
that time, he established himself as an 
outstanding practitioner of the law and 
he also earned the right to argue cases 
before the U.S. Supreme Court. How-
ever, he has also used his success to 

serve his community. He has dem-
onstrated his generous nature by dis-
tinguishing himself as a strong sup-
porter of several prominent charities, 
including the United Jewish Appeal 
and Hadassah. 

I wish Mr. Mellinger the best on his 
100th birthday. As he and his family re-
flect on this joyous occasion it is my 
sincere hope that he will continue to 
share his wisdom from the last century 
with his family and friends for many 
more years to come.∑ 

f 

THE REVEREND PHILIP BRANON 

∑ Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, Vermont 
is a very small State with special peo-
ple. For those of us who live there we 
have the opportunity to get to know 
many within our State. One who has 
given his life to the people of his com-
munity and parish is Father Philip 
Branon and I would like my colleagues 
to have the opportunity to read this re-
cent article about him that was in the 
Burlington Free Press on April 8, 2001. 

The article follows: 
VT. PRIEST CELEBRATES 50 YEARS ON THE JOB 

(By Sally Pollak) 
SOUTH HERO—Philip Branon was a teen- 

ager when the priest at his local church, St. 
Patrick in Fairfield, called him into the rec-
tory and suggested he consider the priest-
hood. 

‘‘It must be because I was a pious child,’’ 
the Rev. Branon said, laughing at the 
thought, ‘‘Or maybe my mother told him to. 
I don’t know.’’ 

If it were his mother’s idea it was a sound 
one, the right choice for the sixth of 10 
Branon children—a Fairfield farmboy who 
still associates Sunday Mass with morning 
chores. 

Branon, 74, will mark the 50th anniversary 
of his ordination into the priesthood Wednes-
day. He has spent more than half that time— 
30 years—serving the Catholic community of 
Grand Isle County, celebrating Mass, com-
forting the dying, baptizing babies. He joins 
one other Vermont priest, the Rev. George 
Dupuis of Arlington, who is still active after 
half a century. 

If Branon anticipated 50 years of anything, 
it was nothing more than living. 

‘‘I’m just very grateful that I have lived 
for the 50 years, and that I have good 
health,’’ Branon said. ‘‘I also have the won-
derful privilege of being brought up in a good 
family with a lot of help and warmth from 
my brothers and sisters.’’ 

Branon celebrated his first Mass on April 
15, 1951, reciting the service in Latin in St. 
Patrick Church, his childhood parish. The 
Rev. William Tennien, the pastor who sug-
gested Branon’s priesthood, shepherded Bur-
lington drivers who couldn’t get through the 
muddy Franklin County roads to the event. 

OVER THE YEARS 
Since that first service, Branon has cele-

brated more than 17,000 Masses, an average 
of seven a week. He will say once again this 
morning, at St. Joseph Church in Grand Isle, 
one of three churches in his parish. The serv-
ice will be followed by a celebration of his 
priesthood. 

Alice Toth, a South Hero teacher, plans to 
attend. She has been a parishioner at St. 
Rose in South Hero, Branon’s home church, 
for 33 years. Toth appreciates his ‘‘special 
gift’’ for reaching the elderly and ill. 

‘‘He’s a very caring pastor,’’ she said. ‘‘And 
he’s a true Vermonter in the sense that he’s 

really close to nature in his sermon and his 
message.’’ 

Branon’s first church was St. Paul in Bar-
ton. Then Mass was in Latin and his sermons 
were delivered in French and English. 

He had no choice: He was informed by the 
Bishop that he would not be ordained if he 
didn’t learn French. 

He picked up sufficient French in con-
versation with other students at St. John’s 
Seminary in Boston, ‘‘I got along well in 
Barton,’’ he said. ‘‘Even though I didn’t al-
ways know what I was saying.’’ 

Branon became the pastor at the Univer-
sity of Vermont’s Newman Center in 1957, 
and served there for 14 years. He called it 
‘‘the best place a priest could be’’ when the 
changes of Vatican II were introduced. 

At UVM, bringing together his two loves— 
family and the Church—he asked a wood- 
worker from the Fairfield hills, Frank 
Moran, to carve a crucifix from a piece of 
black cherry that belonged to Branon’s fa-
ther. It remains at the chapel today. 

GOOD VERMONT STOCK 
Thirty years ago, Branon moved to the 

Champlain Islands, where he lives in South 
Hero and serves three island churches. He 
has chosen to stay because he loves where he 
lives, has firm roots in the community, and 
is not far from family and his childhood 
home. 

‘‘His contributions to the islands cannot be 
overestimated,’’ said Max Reader, the retired 
pastor of the Congregational Church in 
South Hero. 

‘‘He’s down to earth.’’ Reader said, ‘‘He’s 
quite honest and he’s very understanding. 
He’s of good old Vermont stock and he’s just 
got all these good qualities that make him a 
very, very fine priest.’’ 

Branon feels that perhaps his most impor-
tant contributions are made at funerals. He 
estimates that he has presided over 15 to 20 
during each of the last 30 years. 

‘‘I’d rather do funerals than weddings any-
time,’’ he said Thursday morning after Mass. 
‘‘At a funeral, it’s all honest. It’s really and 
truly a teachable moment, the best chance 
for a priest to talk to a number of people 
who don’t go to church.’’ 

He considers the most important part of 
his job bringing Communion and comfort to 
the elderly and ill who can’t get to church. 
Thursday after Mass, Branon—a slow walker 
and deliberate talker—placed a bible and 
some bread in his Chevy Corsica and pre-
pared for a dozen Communion house calls. 

‘‘It comes down to the purpose of our min-
istry,’’ he said. ‘‘The purpose of the priest-
hood is to help people go to heaven. When 
you’re dealing with sick people and old peo-
ple, you’re pretty apt to be dealing with peo-
ple who are close to it. 

‘‘Over the years, you find out that sick 
people know they’re sick. You try to help 
people understand it, help them face death.’’ 

The deaths are not only a time for comfort 
and compassion, but a chance to learn about 
the families who live on the islands. ‘‘If I had 
written down two or three lines about every 
person I buried,’’ Branon said, ‘‘I’d have a 
wonderful history of the islands.’’ 

FARMING FAMILY 
The history of the Church and his family 

are of great importance to Branon. His fam-
ily has been farming in Fairfield for about 
130 years, working a farm that was started 
by his great-grandmother, Mary O’Neill 
Branon. 

She was widowed in the 1860s when her 
blacksmith husband, Irish immigrant An-
thony Branon, was killed by the kick of a 
horse. Mary Branon took her two children 
and walked 17 miles from Swanton to Fair-
field, driving cattle as she went. 

Branon and his nine siblings—seven broth-
ers and two sisters—grew up on the nearby 
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farm settled by Mary O’Neill Branon’s son, 
Edward. He fondly recalls the Sunday morn-
ings of his childhood, a satisfying mix of 
chores, Mass and fox hunting. 

His mother was devout, but it is his fa-
ther’s definition of sin that has stayed with 
the priest: ‘‘He said, ‘I was brought up to fig-
ure you can’t commit a sin unless you want 
to,’ ’’ Branon recalled. 

And it was his father, brother of a priest 
and a nun, who took the time to fall to his 
knees and pray before going to the barn to 
care for a sick horse. 

These stories of family and faith nourish 
Branon as he approaches 75, as he makes his 
rounds to comfort the elderly and ill. 

He has no plans to retire, no plans to leave 
South Hero. ‘‘I owe it to God and the people 
to keep going as long as I’m worth any-
thing,’’ he said. 

In his parish home, alone at night, Branon 
thinks of his own mortality and finds com-
fort in these words: ‘‘May the all powerful 
Lord grant me a happy life and a peaceful 
death.’’ 

Maybe not the exact words of the night 
prayers, concedes the priest with 50 years’ 
experience. But close enough. 

BRANON FILE 
Who: The Rev. Phillip J. Branon 
Occupation: Catholic priest ordained 50 

years ago, April 11, 1951. 
Age: 74. 
Family: Branon is the sixth of 10 children 

of E. Frank and Mary Branon. He grew up on 
a farm in Fairfield. 

Education: St. Mary’s High School in St. 
Albans, graduated 1943; St. John’s Seminary 
in Boston, ordained in 1951. 

Career: St. Paul’s Parish, Barton, 1951–1953; 
Cathedral of the Immaculate Conception, 
Burlington, 1953–1955; Vermont Catholic 
Charities, Burlington, 1955–1957; Newman 
Center, the University of Vermont, 1957–1971. 
Since 1971 he has been serving at St. Rose de 
Lima, South Hero; St. Benedict Labre, North 
Hero; and St. Joseph, Grand Isle. 

Open House: An open house in his honor 
will be held today at St. Joseph Church from 
10 a.m. to 1 p.m., after Branon celebrates 
Mass. 

VERMONT PRIEST FACTS 
Full-time priests in Vermont: 101. 
Active priests with 50 years of service or 

more: two. 
Vermont priests ordained 50 years ago or 

more: 24. Of those, two are active and 22 are 
retired. Eight of the retirees fill in as sub-
stitutes. 

50th anniversary: Wednesday is the 50th 
anniversary of the ordination of the Rev. 
Phillip J. Branon, a priest at three parishes 
in Grand Isle County. Two other Vermont 
priests celebrate half a century or ordination 
on Wednesday, though they have retired: 
Monsignor Raymond Adams of Essex Junc-
tion and the Rev. Robert Whalen of Poultney 
and Steamboat Springs, Colo. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Ms. Evans, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 11:56 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2216. An act making supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 2052. An act to facilitate famine relief 
efforts and a comprehensive solution to the 
war in Sudan; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bills were read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 2216. An act making supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes. 

S. 1077. An original bill making appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2001, and for other purposes. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–2553. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Modification of Rev. Proc. 97–13’’ 
(Rev. Proc. 2001–19) received on June 19, 2001; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2554. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Applicable Federal Rates—July 
2001’’ (Rev. Rul. 2001–34) received on June 18, 
2001; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2555. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend-
ment to the International Traffic in Arms 
Regulation: Sweden’’ (22 CFR Parts 124, 125, 
126) received on June 18, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–2556. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to Israel and the Arab 
League countries; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. 

EC–2557. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Mesotrione; Pesticide Tolerance’’ 
(FRL6787–7) received on June 20, 2001; to the 

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–2558. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘L-Glutamic Acid and Gamma 
Aminobutyric Acid; Exemptions from the 
Requirement of a Tolerance’’ (FRL6785–6) re-
ceived on June 20, 2001; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2559. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Isoxadifen-ethyl; Time-Limited Pes-
ticide Tolerance’’ (FRL6786–1) received on 
June 20, 2001; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2560. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Policy and 
Program Development, Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘West Indian 
Fruit Fly; Removal of Quarantined Area’’ 
(Doc. No. 00–110–3) received on June 20, 2001; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–2561. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
CFM International CFM56–2, –2B, –3, –5B, 
–5C, and –7B Series Turbofan Engines; re-
quest for comments’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(2001– 
0260)) received on June 18, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–2562. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Advanced Qualification Pro-
gram; Docket No. FAA–2000–7497; Correc-
tion’’ ((RIN2120–AH01)(2001–0001)) received on 
June 18, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2563. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘IFR Altitudes; Miscella-
neous Amendments (17); Amdt. No. 429’’ 
((RIN2120–AA63)(2001–0004)) received on June 
18, 2001; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2564. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (39); Amdt. No. 2053’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA65)(2001–0035)) received on June 18, 2001; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2565. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (26); Amdt. No. 2052’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA65)(2001–0036)) received on June 18, 2001; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2566. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace; 
Jackson Hole, WY; Docket No. 00–ANM–24’’ 
((RIN2120–AA66)(2001–0097)) received on June 
18, 2001; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2567. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
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transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment to Class E Air-
space; Phillipsburg, KS; confirmation of ef-
fective date’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(2001–0098)) re-
ceived on June 18, 2001; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2568. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace; 
Bay City, TX; confirmation of effective 
date’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(2001–0100)) received on 
June 18, 2001; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2569. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establish Class E Airspace; 
South Albany, NY’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(2001– 
0101)) received on June 18, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–2570. A communication from the Senior 
Legal Advisor to the Bureau Chief, Mass 
Media Bureau, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations; Linden, White Oak, 
Lufkin, Corrigan, Mount Enterprise, and 
Pineland, Texas and Zwolle, Louisiana’’ 
(Doc. No. 00–228) received on June 20, 2001; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2571. A communication from the Senior 
Legal Advisor to the Bureau Chief, Mass 
Media Bureau, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations; Exmore and Cheriton, 
Virginia and Fuitland, Maryland’’ (Doc. No. 
99–347) received on June 20, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–2572. A communication from the Senior 
Legal Advisor to the Bureau Chief, Mass 
Media Bureau, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of 
Section 733.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations; Hewitt, Texas’’ (Doc. 
No. 01–24) received on June 20, 2001; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2573. A communication from the Senior 
Legal Advisor to the Bureau Chief, Mass 
Media Bureau, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Creation of a 
Low Power Radio Service, Second Report 
and Order’’ (Doc. No. 99–25, FCC 01–100) re-
ceived on June 20, 2001; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2574. A communication from the Senior 
Legal Advisor to the Bureau Chief, Mass 
Media Bureau, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of 
Section 73.622(b), Table of Allotments, DTV 
Broadcast Stations; Mountain View, AR’’ 
(Doc. No. 01–45) received on June 20, 2001; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2575. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Establishment of a Nonessential Ex-
perimental Population of Whooping Cranes 
in the Eastern United States’’ (RIN1018– 
AH46) received on June 19, 2001; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–2576. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 

Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania; Control of Volatile 
Organic Compounds (VOCs) for Aerospace 
Operations and Miscellaneous VOC Revi-
sions’’ (FRL6998–6) received on June 20, 2001; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

EC–2577. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple-
mentation Plans North Carolina: Approval 
and Revision to Miscellaneous Volatile Or-
ganic Compounds Regulations Within the 
North Carolina State Implementation Plan’’ 
(FRL6993–9) received on June 20, 2001; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–2578. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Imple-
mentation Plans; States of Illinois and Mis-
souri; 1–Hour Ozone Attainment Demonstra-
tions, Motor Vehicle Emissions Budgets, 
Reasonably Available Control Measures, 
Contingency Measures, Attainment Date Ex-
tension, and Withdrawal of Nonattainment 
Determination and Reclassification’’ 
(FRL7001–7) received on June 20, 2001; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–2579. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Approval and Promulgation of Main-
tenance Plan Revisions; Ohio’’ (FRL7001–6) 
received on June 20, 2001; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–2580. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Determination of Attainment for the 
Carbon Monoxide National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards for Metropolitan Denver; 
State of Colorado’’ (FRL7000–7) received on 
June 20, 2001; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. BYRD, from the Committee on Ap-
propriations, without amendment: 

S. 1077: An original bill making supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2001, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 107–33). 

By Mr. BYRD, from the Committee on Ap-
propriations: 

Special Report entitled ‘‘Allocation To 
Subcommittees Of Budget Totals from the 
Concurrent Resolution for Fiscal Year 2002’’ 
(Rept. No. 107–34). 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. GRASSLEY: 
S. 1076. A bill to provide for the review of 

agriculture mergers and acquisitions by the 
Department of Agriculture and to outlaw un-
fair practices in the agriculture industry, 

and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BYRD: 

S. 1077. An original bill making supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2001, and for other pur-
poses; from the Committee on Appropria-
tions; placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. REID, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. CORZINE, and 
Mr. DAYTON): 

S. 1078. A bill to promote brownfields rede-
velopment in urban and rural areas and spur 
community revitalization in low-income and 
moderate-income neighborhoods; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. REID, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. CORZINE, Mr. 
SARBANES, and Mr. DAYTON): 

S. 1079. A bill to amend the Public Works 
and Economic Development Act of 1965 to 
provide assistance to communities for the re-
development of brownfield sites; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. CLELAND: 

S. 1080. A bill to amend chapter 84 of title 
5, United States Code, to provide that em-
ployees who retire as registered nurses under 
the Federal Employees Retirement System 
shall have unused sick leave used in the com-
putation of annuities, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself and 
Mr. DAYTON): 

S. 1081. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a business credit 
for the development of low-to-moderate in-
come housing for home ownership, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself and 
Mr. DAYTON): 

S. 1082. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand the expensing of 
environmental remediation costs; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. 
INOUYE): 

S. 1083. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to exclude clinical social 
worker services from coverage under the 
medicare skilled nursing facility prospective 
payment system; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
DEWINE, and Mr. FEINGOLD): 

S. 1084. A bill to prohibit the importation 
into the United States of diamonds unless 
the countries exporting the diamonds have 
in place a system of controls on rough dia-
monds, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 

S. 1085. A bill to provide for the revitaliza-
tion of Olympic sports in the United States; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. CORZINE (for himself and Mr. 
TORRICELLI): 

S. 1086. A bill to amend the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf Lands Act to permanently pro-
hibit the conduct of offshore drilling on the 
Outer Continental Shelf in the Mid-Atlantic 
and North Atlantic planning areas; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 
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SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 

SENATE RESOLUTIONS 
The following concurrent resolutions 

and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. CORZINE (for himself, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. REED, Mr. CARPER, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. DODD, 
Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. BAYH, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Ms. COLLINS, Mrs. CLINTON, 
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. CLELAND, Ms. CANT-
WELL, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
Mr. TORRICELLI, and Mr. KERRY): 

S. Con. Res. 52. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that reducing 
crime in public housing should be a priority, 
and that the successful Public Housing Drug 
Elimination Program should be fully funded; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. HAGEL (for himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, and Mr. LEVIN): 

S. Con. Res. 53. Concurrent resolution en-
couraging the development of strategies to 
reduce hunger and poverty, and to promote 
free market economies and democratic insti-
tutions, in sub-Saharan Africa; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 131 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CLELAND) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 131, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to modify the annual de-
termination of the rate of the basic 
benefit of active duty educational as-
sistance under the Montgomery GI 
Bill, and for other purposes. 

S. 234 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

names of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL) and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KERRY) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 234, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal 
the excise tax on telephone and other 
communications services. 

S. 242 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

names of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) and the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 242, a bill to 
authorize funding for University Nu-
clear Science and Engineering Pro-
grams at the Department of Energy for 
fiscal years 2002 through 2006. 

S. 313 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CLELAND) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 313, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for 
Farm, Fishing, and Ranch Risk Man-
agement Accounts, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 351 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 351, a bill to amend the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act to reduce the quantity of 
mercury in the environment by lim-
iting use of mercury fever thermom-
eters and improving collection, recy-
cling, and disposal of mercury, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 392 

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAIG) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
392, a bill to grant a Federal Charter to 
Korean War Veterans Association, In-
corporated, and for other purposes. 

S. 570 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 570, a bill to establish 
a permanent Violence Against Women 
Office at the Department of Justice. 

S. 627 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) and the Senator from 
Nebraska (Mr. HAGEL) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 627, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow 
individuals a deduction for qualified 
long-term care insurance premiums, 
use of such insurance under cafeteria 
plans and flexible spending arrange-
ments, and a credit for individuals with 
long-term care needs. 

S. 677 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. TORRICELLI) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 677, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal 
the required use of certain principal re-
payments on mortgage subsidy bond fi-
nancing to redeem bonds, to modify the 
purchase price limitation under mort-
gage subsidy bond rules based on me-
dian family income, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 697 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) and the Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr. FRIST) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 697, a bill to modernize 
the financing of the railroad retire-
ment system and to provide enhanced 
benefits to employees and bene-
ficiaries. 

S. 706 

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
SMITH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
706, a bill to amend the Social Security 
Act to establish programs to alleviate 
the nursing profession shortage, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 721 

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
the name of the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. SMITH) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 721, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to establish a Nurse 
Corps and recruitment and retention 
strategies to address the nursing short-
age, and for other purposes. 

S. 731 

At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, the name of the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 731, a bill to ensure 
that military personnel do not lose the 
right to cast votes in elections in their 
domicile as a result of their service 
away from the domicile, to amend the 

Uniformed and Overseas Citizens ab-
sentee Voting Act to extend the voter 
registration and absentee ballot pro-
tections for absent uniformed services 
personnel under such Act to State and 
local elections, and for other purposes. 

S. 755 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 

name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 755, a bill to continue State 
management of the West Coast Dunge-
ness Crab fishery. 

S. 804 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
804, a bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to require phased in-
creases in the fuel efficiency standards 
applicable to light trucks; to required 
fuel economy standards for auto-
mobiles up to 10,000 pounds gross vehi-
cle weight; to raise the fuel economy of 
the Federal fleet of vehicles, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 852 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 852, a bill to support the 
aspirations of the Tibetan people to 
safeguard their distinct identity. 

S. 871 
At the request of Mr. CLELAND, the 

name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 871, a bill to amend chapter 83 of 
title 5, United States Code, to provide 
for the computation of annuities for air 
traffic controllers in a similar manner 
as the computation of annuities for law 
enforcement officers and firefighters. 

S. 936 
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 

name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 936, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to expand S cor-
poration eligibility for banks, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 992 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 992, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the pro-
vision taxing policy holder dividends of 
mutual life insurance companies and to 
repeal the policyholders surplus ac-
count provisions. 

S. 1017 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from Maine (Ms. COL-
LINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1017, a bill to provide the people of 
Cuba with access to food and medicines 
from the United States, to ease restric-
tions on travel to Cuba, to provide 
scholarships for certain Cuban nation-
als, and for other purposes. 

S. 1021 
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 

names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) and the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. DEWINE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1021, a bill to reauthorize 
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the Tropical Forest Conservation Act 
of 1998 through fiscal year 2004. 

S. 1037 

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1037, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to authorize dis-
ability retirement to be granted post-
humously for members of the Armed 
Forces who die in the line of duty while 
on active duty, and for other purposes. 

S. 1058 

At the request of Mr. CARPER, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1058, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide tax relief 
for farmers and the producers of bio-
diesel, and for other purposes. 

S. CON. RES. 3 

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mrs. LINCOLN) and the Senator from 
Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Con. Res. 3, a concurrent 
resolution expressing the sense of Con-
gress that a commemorative postage 
stamp should be issued in honor of the 
U.S.S. Wisconsin and all those who 
served aboard her. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. GRASSLEY. 
S. 1076. A bill to provide for the re-

view of agriculture mergers and acqui-
sitions by the Department of Agri-
culture and to outlaw unfair practices 
in the agriculture industry, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, as 
most of my colleagues know, agri-
culture is a crucial industry for Iowa. 
The small, independent family farmer 
is an important thread which holds to-
gether my State’s cultural, economic 
and social fabric. In fact, the family 
farmer is one of the best things about 
Iowa’s heritage. My colleagues are well 
aware that I’m committed to pre-
serving and supporting this valuable 
member of Iowa’s communities. 

Agriculture is a risky business. I 
know that from personal experience, 
I’ve lived and worked on a farm all my 
life. But these days, farmers feel espe-
cially vulnerable. ‘‘Merger-mania’’ has 
been running rampant, with large com-
panies joining forces to create new 
business giants in every sector of the 
economy, including agriculture. 

The agriculture sector has witnessed 
a number of mega-mergers and alli-
ances affecting grain and livestock. 
And the independent producer is seeing 
fewer choices of who to buy from and 
who to sell to. More and more family 
farmers and independent producers are 
feeling the pressure and impact of con-
centration in agriculture. Good men 
and women who have farmed for years 
and years are going out of business. 
Yet, the independent farmer is one of 
the most efficient businessman in our 
Nation’s economy. That’s why the 

United States can feed itself and a good 
portion of the world. 

I’ve said before that I am not of the 
belief that all mergers are in and of 
themselves wrong or unfair to family 
farmers. But we need to make sure 
that open and fair access to the mar-
ketplace is preserved for everyone. We 
need to make sure that large busi-
nesses are not acting in a predatory or 
anti-competitive manner. We need to 
make sure that family farmers and 
independent producers can compete on 
a level playing field. That’s how we can 
keep our economy strong, our agricul-
tural community vibrant and competi-
tive, and our consumers happy. 

Now we’ve heard that a Delaware 
Court has ordered Tyson Foods and IBP 
to resume their merger discussions, be-
cause Tyson Foods did not have a con-
tractually permissible reason to termi-
nate its merger agreement with IBP 
when it announced in March that it 
was rescinding the transaction. While I 
do not want to take issue with the 
court’s findings, I am concerned about 
the fact that this merger looks like it 
will go through and, consequently, the 
meat industry will consolidate even 
further. Beginning last September 
when Donaldson, Lufkin & Jenrette/ 
Rawhide Holdings Corporation, then 
Smithfield Foods, and finally Tyson 
Foods started a bidding war for IBP, I 
pushed the Justice Department to care-
fully scrutinize each possible business 
combination. In January, I wrote the 
Justice Department urging it to vigor-
ously review the Tyson-IBP trans-
action from all angles, and to consult 
with the Agriculture Department to 
better ascertain the ramifications of 
such a merger on family farmers and 
independent producers. I would have 
thought that a combination of the Na-
tion’s largest poultry producer with 
the world’s largest producer of beef and 
pork products would result in signifi-
cantly reduced market opportunities, 
as well as increased the possibility of 
anti-competitive business practices. I 
shared the concerns of many farmers 
and producers that this transaction 
would adversely impact their ability to 
obtain fair prices for their products. I 
was also concerned that a combined 
IBP-Tyson presence in the retail mar-
ket would negatively affect product 
choice and the prices consumers pay at 
the meat counter. 

But the Justice Department deter-
mined earlier this year that the poten-
tial negative impact on competition 
was insufficient to sustain an injunc-
tion against the merger under the anti-
trust laws. Because the Justice Depart-
ment completed its antitrust review in 
January, I understand that there is 
nothing further for the Department to 
do in terms of an antitrust review if 
the parties re-engage their merger 
talks in due course and without 
changes to the transaction. But I re-
main seriously concerned about the im-
pact this merger will have on our farm 
community and I hope that, if this 
merger is ultimately completed, the 

Justice Department will carefully 
monitor whether a merged IBP-Tyson 
will have unintended consequences on 
competition in the meat economy and, 
if it does, take appropriate action. 

Nevertheless, this development re-en-
ergizes my gut feeling that we need to 
somehow change the way ag mergers 
are reviewed and approved. So, today 
I’m re-introducing a bill I authored 
last year, the ‘‘Agriculture Competi-
tion Enhancement Act,’’ to help ad-
dress some of the competition concerns 
of America’s family farmers and inde-
pendent producers. My bill will refocus 
the merger review process as it per-
tains to agri-business, and will enhance 
the Department of Agriculture’s abil-
ity to address anti-competitive activ-
ity in agriculture. I believe that bring-
ing to the table a greater under-
standing of ag producers’ needs when 
ag mergers are reviewed is the biggest 
missing element to making the merger 
review process as fair as possible. Clos-
ing this gap is the heart of my pro-
posal. 

Several provisions in the ‘‘Agri-
culture Competition Enhancement 
Act’’ are based on proposals by the 
American Farm Bureau, the largest or-
ganization representing producers of 
agricultural commodities. However, I’d 
like to briefly discuss what I believe to 
be the most important components of 
this bill: the enhancement of the De-
partment of Agriculture’s role in the 
Hart-Scott-Rodino review process, the 
creation of a new ‘‘impact on family 
farmers and independent producers’’ 
standard of review by the Department 
of Agriculture for ag mergers, and the 
expansion of the Department of Agri-
culture’s ability to take regulatory and 
enforcement action with respect to 
anti-competitive and unfair practices 
in the agricultural sector. 

Far more than the Justice Depart-
ment or the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, the Department of Agriculture 
has extraordinary knowledge and ex-
pertise in agricultural matters. The 
Department of Agriculture formulates 
ag policy for the Nation, and works 
closely with the farm community 
about their various concerns. So, I be-
lieve that the Department of Agri-
culture is the office that can best as-
sess the true impact of ag mergers and 
other business transactions on farmers, 
ranchers and independent producers. 
That is why my bill seeks to expand 
and enhance the role that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture plays in the anti-
trust review of ag mergers. 

Currently, when the Justice Depart-
ment or the Federal Trade Commission 
assesses a proposed merger, the focus 
of their analysis is weighted heavily 
toward the impact of the transaction 
on consumers. However, agriculture is 
unique. The antitrust laws already rec-
ognize this with the ag cooperative ex-
ception. But I believe we need to go 
further by requiring the Justice De-
partment and Federal Trade Commis-
sion to specifically take into account 
the effect ag mergers have on family 
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farmers and producers. The ‘‘Agri-
culture Competition Enhancement 
Act’’ would do just that by requiring 
the Department of Agriculture to con-
duct an assessment of how a proposed 
ag transaction will affect family farm-
ers and independent producers and 
their access to the market. 

I realize that presently the Justice 
Department and Federal Trade Com-
mission informally consult with the 
Department of Agriculture when they 
consider ag mergers. But I believe that 
the current process does not suffi-
ciently ensure that the farm commu-
nity’s concerns are being adequately 
addressed. The approach I advocate 
will ensure that producers’ concerns 
and needs are fully discussed when fed-
eral agencies examine proposed ag 
business mergers. By guaranteeing in-
clusion and openness for family farm-
ers and independent producers, we can 
go a long way toward alleviating their 
understandable anxiety about an in-
creasingly concentrated industry. 

So my bill requires the Department 
of Agriculture to do a merger review 
that focuses on the needs of producers 
by examining whether the transaction 
would cause substantial harm to farm-
ers’ ability to compete in the market-
place. This review would be conducted 
simultaneously with the Justice De-
partment’s antitrust review, in order 
to minimize disruption to the current 
merger review process. Further, my 
bill encourages the parties and the De-
partment of Agriculture to resolve con-
cerns about the proposed merger dur-
ing this timeframe. If its concerns are 
not satisfied, the Department of Agri-
culture has the ability to challenge the 
merger in federal court to either stop 
the merger, or to impose appropriate 
conditions or limitations on the pro-
posed transaction. 

Recognizing that the Department of 
Agriculture needs to have an individual 
who will perform this new antitrust re-
sponsibility, my bill calls for the cre-
ation of a Special Counsel for Competi-
tion Matters at the Department of Ag-
riculture. My bill also provides for in-
creased funding for competition mat-
ters, and authorizes additional special-
ized staff—including antitrust attor-
neys and economists—at the Justice 
Department and Department of Agri-
culture, to ensure that these agencies 
have the appropriate resources to ac-
complish the goals of this legislation. 

Furthermore, under my bill, the com-
petition protection authorities of the 
Department of Agriculture’s Packers 
and Stockyards Division are extended 
to include anti-competitive practices 
by dealers, processors and commission 
merchants of all ag commodities. This 
expanded authority, based on provi-
sions in the current Packers and 
Stockyards Act, will give the Depart-
ment of Agriculture an increased abil-
ity to look at unfair, deceptive and 
predatory business practices by all ag 
businesses, not just packers and poul-
try farmers. 

As my colleagues from rural States 
know, ag concentration is one of the 

most important issues in agriculture 
today. Other members here in Congress 
have introduced bills or are presently 
working to craft their own legislative 
proposals to respond to the concerns of 
America’s farmers. I want it to be 
clearly understood that it is my desire 
to work with my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle, as well as the Bush 
Administration, so that we can make 
meaningful progress on this issue. I 
know that my proposal has its critics, 
but I am willing and ready to listen to 
their concerns and work on construc-
tive changes to my bill. But I truly 
hope that we can achieve a bipartisan 
compromise sooner rather than later 
on this issue, so we can calm farmers’ 
fears about high levels of ag concentra-
tion. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S. 1076 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Agriculture 
Competition Enhancement Act’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY.—The term 

‘‘agricultural commodity’’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 102 of the Agricul-
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5602). 

(2) AGRICULTURAL COOPERATIVE.—The term 
‘‘agricultural cooperative’’ means an asso-
ciation of persons that meets the require-
ments of the Capper-Volstead Act (7 U.S.C. 
291 et seq.; 42 Stat. 388). 

(3) AGRICULTURAL INPUT SUPPLIER.—The 
term ‘‘agricultural input supplier’’ means 
any person (excluding agricultural coopera-
tives) engaged in the business of selling in 
commerce, any product to be used as an 
input (including seed, germ plasm, hor-
mones, antibiotics, fertilizer, and chemicals, 
but excluding farm machinery) for the pro-
duction of any agricultural commodity. 

(4) ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL.—The 
term ‘‘Assistant Attorney General’’ means 
the Assistant Attorney General in charge of 
the Antitrust Division of the Department of 
Justice. 

(5) BROKER.—The term ‘‘broker’’ means 
any person (excluding agricultural coopera-
tives) engaged in the business of negotiating 
sales and purchases of any agricultural com-
modity in commerce for or on behalf of the 
vendor or the purchaser. 

(6) COMMISSION MERCHANT.—The term 
‘‘commission merchant’’ means any person 
(excluding agricultural cooperatives) en-
gaged in the business of receiving in com-
merce any agricultural commodity for sale, 
on commission, or for or on behalf of an-
other. 

(7) DEALER.—The term ‘‘dealer’’ means any 
person (excluding agricultural cooperatives) 
engaged in the business of buying, selling, or 
marketing agricultural commodities in com-
merce, except that no person shall be consid-
ered a dealer with respect to sales or mar-
keting of any agricultural commodity of 
that person’s own raising. 

(8) PROCESSOR.—The term ‘‘processor’’ 
means any person (excluding agricultural co-
operatives) engaged in the business of han-
dling, preparing, or manufacturing (includ-

ing slaughtering) of an agricultural com-
modity, or the products of such agricultural 
commodity, for sale or marketing in com-
merce for human consumption but not with 
respect to sale or marketing at the retail 
level. 

(9) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(10) SPECIAL COUNSEL.—The term ‘‘Special 
Counsel’’ means the Special Counsel for 
Competition Matters at the Department of 
Agriculture. 
SEC. 3. SPECIAL COUNSEL FOR COMPETITION 

MATTERS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be established 

within the Department of Agriculture a Spe-
cial Counsel for Competition Matters whose 
primary responsibilities shall be to— 

(1) analyze mergers within the food and ag-
ricultural sectors, in consultation with the 
Chief Economist of the Department of Agri-
culture, as required by section 4; and 

(2) assure that section 5, and the Packers 
and Stockyards Act and related authorities, 
are enforced appropriately. 

(b) APPOINTMENT.—The Special Counsel for 
Competition Matters shall be appointed by 
the President subject to the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. 

(c) PROSECUTORIAL AUTHORITY.—The Spe-
cial Counsel for Competition Matters shall 
have the authority to bring any civil action 
authorized pursuant to this Act on behalf of 
the United States. 
SEC. 4. AGRIBUSINESS MERGER REVIEW AND EN-

FORCEMENT BY THE DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE. 

(a) NOTICE OF FILING.—The Assistant At-
torney General or the Federal Trade Com-
mission, as appropriate, shall notify the Sec-
retary of Agriculture of any filing pursuant 
to section 7A of the Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 
18a) involving a merger or acquisition de-
scribed in subsection (b)(1), and shall give 
the Secretary of Agriculture the opportunity 
to participate in the review proceedings. 

(b) SPECIAL COUNSEL REVIEW.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the anti-

trust review conducted by the Federal Trade 
Commission or Assistant Attorney General 
pursuant to section 7A of the Clayton Act (15 
U.S.C. 18a), and notwithstanding any partici-
pation in those antitrust review proceedings, 
the Special Counsel for Competition Mat-
ters, in consultation with the Chief Econo-
mist of the Department of Agriculture, shall, 
contemporaneously, observing the time pe-
riod limitations provided under the antitrust 
laws and the Department of Justice merger 
guidelines, and utilizing the factors set forth 
in subsection (d), review, to determine 
whether the proposed transaction would 
cause substantial harm to the ability of 
independent producers and family farmers to 
compete in the marketplace, any merger or 
acquisition involving— 

(A) a dealer, processor, commission mer-
chant, agricultural input supplier, broker, or 
operator of a warehouse of agricultural com-
modities with annual net sales or total as-
sets of more than $100,000,000 merging or ac-
quiring, directly or indirectly, any voting se-
curities or assets of any other dealer, proc-
essor, commission merchant, agricultural 
input supplier, broker, or operator of a ware-
house of agricultural commodities with an-
nual net sales or total assets of more than 
$10,000,000; or 

(B) a dealer, processor, commission mer-
chant, agricultural input supplier, broker, or 
operator of a warehouse of agricultural com-
modities with annual net sales or total as-
sets of more than $10,000,000 merging or ac-
quiring, directly or indirectly, any voting se-
curities or assets of any other dealer, proc-
essor, commission merchant, agricultural 
input supplier, broker, or operator of a ware-
house of agricultural commodities with an-
nual net sales or total assets of more than 
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$100,000,000 if the acquiring person would 
hold— 

(i) 15 percent or more of the voting securi-
ties or assets of the acquired person; or 

(ii) an aggregate total amount of the vot-
ing securities and assets of the acquired per-
son in excess of $15,000,000. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—The Special Counsel for 
Competition Matters, at his or her discre-
tion, may also request that the Assistant At-
torney General or the Federal Trade Com-
mission require section 7A of the Clayton 
Act (15 U.S.C. 18a) notification of an agri-
culture merger or acquisition of a size small-
er than is required under paragraph (1), if the 
Special Counsel for Competition Matters be-
lieves that such transaction will cause sub-
stantial harm to the ability of independent 
producers and family farmers to compete in 
the market. 

(c) NOTIFICATION ON FAILURE TO PROCEED.— 
If the Assistant Attorney General or the 
Federal Trade Commission determines not to 
proceed against the parties of an agriculture 
merger or acquisition under the antitrust 
laws, the Assistant Attorney General or the 
Federal Trade Commission immediately 
shall notify the Special Counsel for Competi-
tion Matters of such decision. 

(d) STANDARD OF REVIEW.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Special Counsel for 

Competition Matters, in consultation with 
the Chief Economist of the Department of 
Agriculture, shall review, and may chal-
lenge, a merger or acquisition described in 
subsection (b) based on whether the merger 
or acquisition would cause substantial harm 
to the ability of independent producers and 
family farmers to compete in the market-
place. 

(2) FACTORS.—The review shall consider, 
among other factors— 

(A) the effect of the acquisition or merger 
on prices paid to producers who sell to, buy 
from, or bargain with, one or more of the 
parties involved in the merger or acquisi-
tion; 

(B) the likelihood that the acquisition or 
merger will result in significantly increased 
market power for the new or surviving enti-
ty; 

(C) the likelihood that the acquisition or 
merger will increase the potential for anti-
competitive or predatory conduct by the new 
or surviving entity; and 

(D) whether the acquisition or merger will 
adversely affect producers in a particular re-
gional area, including an area as small as a 
single State. 

(e) EVIDENTIARY POWERS.—The Special 
Counsel for Competition Matters shall have 
the same powers as possessed by the Assist-
ant Attorney General and the Federal Trade 
Commission under the antitrust laws, to ob-
tain evidence necessary to make determina-
tions for the review described in subsection 
(b). 

(f) ACCESS TO ATTORNEY GENERAL AND FED-
ERAL TRADE COMMISSION INFORMATION.—The 
Assistant Attorney General or the Federal 
Trade Commission, as appropriate, shall 
make available to the Special Counsel for 
Competition Matters any information, in-
cluding any testimony, documentary mate-
rial, or related information relevant to the 
review conducted by the Special Counsel 
under this section which is under the control 
of the Assistant Attorney General or the 
Federal Trade Commission. Each agency will 
share information, consistent with applica-
ble confidentiality restrictions, in order to 
provide the others with information believed 
to be potentially relevant and useful to the 
others’ enforcement responsibilities. Such 
information may include legal, economic, 
and technical assistance. 

(g) TRANSMITTAL OF FINDINGS OF SPECIAL 
COUNSEL FOR COMPETITION MATTERS.—After 

receiving notice pursuant to subsection (a) 
and conducting the review required in sub-
section (b), the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall report to the Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral or the Federal Trade Commission, as ap-
propriate, and the parties, the findings of the 
review, including any recommended condi-
tions on the merger or suggested remedies. 

(h) RESPONSE TO SPECIAL COUNSEL FIND-
INGS.— 

(1) ANTITRUST AGENCY RESPONSE TO FIND-
INGS.—The Assistant Attorney General or 
the Federal Trade Commission, as appro-
priate, shall provide the Special Counsel for 
Competition Matters a response, including 
the rationale as to why such findings and 
recommendations are accepted or rejected. 

(2) PARTY OPPORTUNITY TO ADDRESS FIND-
INGS.—The parties to the merger or acquisi-
tion affected by such findings shall have the 
opportunity to make changes to their oper-
ations or structure, and to negotiate with 
the Special Counsel for Competition Matters 
an acceptable resolution to any concerns 
raised in the findings. 

(i) ENFORCEMENT.— 
(1) JUDICIAL ACTION.—Not later than 30 

days after notification by the Assistant At-
torney General or the Federal Trade Com-
mission of their determination not to pro-
ceed against the parties, the Special Counsel 
for Competition Matters, if he or she is not 
satisfied with the review of, or the condi-
tions placed on, the merger or acquisition by 
the Assistant Attorney General or the Fed-
eral Trade Commission, may challenge the 
transaction in Federal court based on the 
findings conducted in the review under this 
section. 

(2) ENFORCEMENT AND DAMAGES.—The en-
forcement and damage provisions of the anti-
trust laws shall apply with respect to a vio-
lation of the substantial harm to producers 
and family farmers standard of subsection 
(d) in the same manner as such sections 
apply with respect to a violation of the anti-
trust laws. 

(j) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO ANTITRUST 
LAWS.—Section 7A of the Clayton Act (15 
U.S.C. 18a) is amended by inserting at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(k)(1) Notwithstanding the threshold re-
quirements of sections 1, 2, and 3, the Fed-
eral Trade Commission and the Assistant At-
torney General may require, at the request 
of the Secretary of Agriculture, notification 
pursuant to the rules under subsection (d)(1) 
from the parties to a proposed merger or ac-
quisition in the agriculture industry. 

‘‘(2) The Assistant Attorney General or the 
Federal Trade Commission, as appropriate, 
shall give the Secretary of Agriculture the 
opportunity to participate in the review 
under the antitrust laws of any proposed 
merger or acquisition involving the agri-
culture industry.’’. 
SEC. 5. PROHIBITIONS AGAINST UNFAIR PRAC-

TICES IN TRANSACTIONS INVOLVING 
AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES AND 
ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) UNLAWFUL PRACTICES.—It shall be un-
lawful for any dealer, processor, commission 
merchant, or broker of any agricultural com-
modity to— 

(1) engage in or use any unfair, unjustly 
discriminatory, or deceptive practice or de-
vice; 

(2) make or give any undue or unreason-
able preference or advantage to any par-
ticular person or locality in any respect 
whatsoever, or subject any particular person 
or locality to any undue or unreasonable 
prejudice or disadvantage; 

(3) sell or otherwise transfer to or for any 
other dealer, processor, commission mer-
chant, or broker, or buy or otherwise receive 
from or for any other dealer, processor, com-
mission merchant, or broker, any article for 

the purpose or with the effect of appor-
tioning the supply between any such persons, 
if such apportionment has the tendency or 
effect of restraining commerce or of creating 
a monopoly; 

(4) sell or otherwise transfer to or for any 
other person, or buy or otherwise receive 
from or for any other person, any article for 
the purpose or with the effect of manipu-
lating or controlling prices, or of creating a 
monopoly in the acquisition of, buying, sell-
ing, or dealing in, any article, or of restrain-
ing commerce; 

(5) engage in any course of business or do 
any act for the purpose or with the effect of 
manipulating or controlling prices, or of cre-
ating a monopoly in the acquisition of, buy-
ing, selling, or dealing in, any article, or of 
restraining commerce; 

(6) conspire, combine, agree, or arrange 
with any other person— 

(A) to apportion territory for carrying on 
business; 

(B) to apportion purchases or sales of any 
article; or 

(C) to manipulate or control prices; or 
(7) conspire, combine, agree, or arrange 

with any other person to do, or aid or abet 
the doing of, any act made unlawful by para-
graph (1), (2), (3), (4), or (5). 

(b) PROCEDURE BEFORE SECRETARY FOR VIO-
LATIONS.— 

(1) COMPLAINT; HEARING; INTERVENTION.—If 
the Secretary has reason to believe that any 
dealer, processor, commission merchant, or 
broker, has violated or is violating any pro-
vision of this section, the Secretary shall 
cause a complaint in writing to be served 
upon the dealer, processor, commission mer-
chant, or broker, stating the charges in that 
respect, and requiring the dealer, processor, 
commission merchant, or broker, to attend 
and testify at a hearing at a time and place 
designated therein, at least 30 days after the 
service of such complaint; and at such time 
and place there shall be afforded the dealer, 
processor, commission merchant, or broker, 
a reasonable opportunity to be informed as 
to the evidence introduced against him (in-
cluding the right of cross-examination), and 
to be heard in person or by counsel and 
through witnesses, under such regulations as 
the Secretary may prescribe. Any person for 
good cause shown may on application be al-
lowed by the Secretary to intervene in such 
proceeding, and appear in person or by coun-
sel. At any time prior to the close of the 
hearing the Secretary may amend the com-
plaint; but in case of any amendment adding 
new charges the hearing shall, on the request 
of the dealer, processor, commission mer-
chant, or broker, be adjourned for a period 
not exceeding 15 days. 

(2) REPORT AND ORDER; PENALTY.—If, after 
such hearing, the Secretary finds that the 
dealer, processor, commission merchant, or 
broker, has violated or is violating any pro-
visions of this section covered by the 
charges, the Secretary shall make a report 
in writing in which the Secretary shall state 
his findings as to the facts, and shall issue 
and cause to be served on the dealer, proc-
essor, commission merchant, or broker, an 
order requiring such dealer, processor, com-
mission merchant, or broker, to cease and 
desist from continuing such violation. The 
testimony taken at the hearing shall be re-
duced to writing and filed in the records of 
the Department of Agriculture. The Sec-
retary may also assess a civil penalty of not 
more than $10,000 for each such violation. In 
determining the amount of the civil penalty 
to be assessed under this section, the Sec-
retary shall consider the gravity of the of-
fense, the size of the business involved, and 
the effect of the penalty on the person’s abil-
ity to continue in business. If, after the lapse 
of the period allowed for appeal or after the 
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affirmance of such penalty, the person 
against whom the civil penalty is assessed 
fails to pay such penalty, the Secretary may 
proceed to recover such penalty by an action 
in the appropriate district court of the 
United States. 

(3) AMENDMENT OF REPORT OR ORDER.—Until 
the record in such hearing has been filed in 
a court of appeals of the United States, as 
provided in subsection (c), the Secretary at 
any time, upon such notice and in such man-
ner as the Secretary deems proper, but only 
after reasonable opportunity to the dealer, 
processor, commission merchant, or broker, 
to be heard, may amend or set aside the re-
port or order, in whole or in part. 

(4) SERVICE OF PROCESS.—Complaints, or-
ders, and other processes of the Secretary 
under this section may be served in the same 
manner as provided in section 5 of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 45). 

(c) CONCLUSIVENESS OF ORDER; APPEAL AND 
REVIEW.— 

(1) FILING OF PETITION; BOND.—An order 
made under subsection (b) shall be final and 
conclusive unless within 30 days after service 
the dealer, processor, commission merchant, 
or broker, appeals to the court of appeals for 
the circuit in which he has his principal 
place of business, by filing with the clerk of 
such court a written petition praying that 
the Secretary’s order be set aside or modified 
in the manner stated in the petition, to-
gether with a bond in such sum as the court 
may determine, conditioned that such deal-
er, processor, commission merchant, or 
broker, will pay the costs of the proceedings 
if the court so directs. 

(2) FILING OF RECORD BY SECRETARY.—The 
clerk of the court shall immediately cause a 
copy of the petition to be delivered to the 
Secretary, and the Secretary shall thereupon 
file in the court the record in such pro-
ceedings, as provided in section 2112 of title 
28, United States Code. If before such record 
is filed the Secretary amends or sets aside 
his report or order, in whole or in part, the 
petitioner may amend the petition within 
such time as the court may determine, on 
notice to the Secretary. 

(3) TEMPORARY INJUNCTION.—At any time 
after such petition is filed, the court, on ap-
plication of the Secretary, may issue a tem-
porary injunction, restraining, to the extent 
it deems proper, the dealer, processor, com-
mission merchant, or broker, and his offi-
cers, directors, agents, and employees, from 
violating any of the provisions of the order 
pending the final determination of the ap-
peal. 

(4) EVIDENCE.—The evidence so taken or 
admitted, and filed as aforesaid as a part of 
the record, shall be considered by the court 
as the evidence in the case. 

(5) ACTION BY THE COURT.—The court may 
affirm, modify, or set aside the order of the 
Secretary. 

(6) ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE.—If the court de-
termines that the just and proper disposition 
of the case requires the taking of additional 
evidence, the court shall order the hearing to 
be reopened for the taking of such evidence, 
in such manner and upon such terms and 
conditions as the court may deem proper. 
The Secretary may modify his findings as to 
the facts, or make new findings, by reason of 
the additional evidence so taken, and the 
Secretary shall file such modified or new 
findings and his recommendations, if any, for 
the modifications or setting aside of his 
order, with the return of such additional evi-
dence. 

(7) INJUNCTION.—If the court of appeals af-
firms or modifies the order of the Secretary, 
its decree shall operate as an injunction to 
restrain the dealer, processor, commission 
merchant, or broker, and his officers, direc-
tors, agents, and employees from violating 

the provisions of such order or such order as 
modified. 

(8) FINALITY.—The court of appeals shall 
have jurisdiction, which upon the filing of 
the record with it shall be exclusive, to re-
view, and to affirm, set aside, or modify, 
such orders of the Secretary, and the decree 
of such court shall be final except that it 
shall be subject to review by the Supreme 
Court of the United States upon certiorari, 
as provided in section 1254 of title 28, United 
States Code, if such writ is duly applied for 
within 60 days after entry of the decree. The 
issue of such writ shall not operate as a stay 
of the decree of the court of appeals, insofar 
as such decree operates as an injunction un-
less so ordered by the Supreme Court. 

(d) PUNISHMENT FOR VIOLATION OF ORDER.— 
Any dealer, processor, commission mer-
chant, or broker, or any officer, director, 
agent, or employee of a dealer, processor, 
commission merchant, or broker, who fails 
to obey any order of the Secretary issued 
under the provisions of subsection (b), or 
such order as modified— 

(1) after the expiration of the time allowed 
for filing a petition in the court of appeals to 
set aside or modify such order, if no such pe-
tition has been filed within such time; 

(2) after the expiration of the time allowed 
for applying for a writ of certiorari, if such 
order, or such order as modified, has been 
sustained by the court of appeals and no such 
writ has been applied for within such time; 
or 

(3) after such order, or such order as modi-
fied, has been sustained by the courts as pro-
vided in subsection (c); 
shall on conviction be fined not less than 
$500 nor more than $10,000, or imprisoned for 
not less than 6 months nor more than 5 
years, or both. Each day during which such 
failure continues shall be deemed a separate 
offense. 
SEC. 6. REPORT ON CORPORATE STRUCTURE. 

A dealer, processor, commission merchant, 
or broker with annual sales in excess of 
$100,000,000 shall annually file with the Sec-
retary a report which describes, with respect 
to both domestic and foreign activities, the 
strategic alliances, ownership in other agri-
business firms or agribusiness-related firms, 
joint ventures, subsidiaries, and brand 
names, interlocking boards of directors with 
other corporations, representatives, and 
agents that lobby Congress on behalf of such 
dealer, processor, commission merchant, or 
broker, as determined by the Secretary. 
SEC. 7. PROHIBITION ON CONFIDENTIALITY 

CLAUSES IN LIVESTOCK AND POUL-
TRY PRODUCTION CONTRACTS. 

Confidentiality clauses barring a party to 
a contract from sharing terms of such con-
tract for the purposes of obtaining legal or 
financial advice, are prohibited in livestock 
production contracts and grain production 
contracts (except to the extent a legitimate 
trade secret (as applied in the Freedom of In-
formation Act, 5 U.S.C. 552 et seq.) is being 
protected). 
SEC. 8. PROTECTIONS FOR CONTRACT POULTRY 

GROWERS. 
(a) REMOVAL OF POULTRY SLAUGHTER RE-

QUIREMENT FROM DEFINITIONS.—Section 2(a) 
of the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 
U.S.C. 182) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (8) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(8) the term ‘poultry grower’ means any 
person engaged in the business of raising or 
caring for live poultry under a poultry grow-
ing arrangement, whether the poultry is 
owned by such person or by another per-
son;’’; 

(2) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘and cares 
for live poultry for delivery, in accord with 
another’s instructions, for slaughter’’ and in-

serting ‘‘or cares for live poultry in accord 
with another person’s instructions’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘‘for the 
purpose of either slaughtering it or selling it 
for slaughter by another’’. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE ENFORCEMENT AUTHOR-
ITY OVER LIVE POULTRY DEALERS.—Sections 
203, 204, and 205 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 193, 194, 
195) are amended by inserting ‘‘or live poul-
try dealer’’ after ‘‘packer’’ each place it ap-
pears. 

(c) AUTHORITY TO REQUEST TEMPORARY IN-
JUNCTION OR RESTRAINING ORDER.—Section 
408 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 229) is amended by 
striking ‘‘on account of poultry’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘on account of poultry or poultry care’’. 

(d) VIOLATIONS BY LIVE POULTRY DEAL-
ERS.—Section 411 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 228b– 
2) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘any pro-
vision of section 207 or section 410 of’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘any pro-
visions of section 207 or section 410’’ and in-
serting ‘‘any provision’’. 

SEC. 9. AUTHORITY TO MAKE BUSINESS AND IN-
DUSTRY GUARANTEED LOANS FOR 
FARMER-OWNED PROJECTS THAT 
ADD VALUE TO OR PROCESS AGRI-
CULTURAL PRODUCTS. 

Section 310B(a)(1) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1932(a)(1)) is amended by inserting ‘‘(and in 
areas other than rural communities, in the 
case of insured loans, if a majority of the 
project involved is owned by individuals who 
reside and have farming operations in rural 
communities, and the project adds value to 
or processes agricultural commodities)’’ 
after ‘‘rural communities’’. 

SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION FOR ADDITIONAL 
STAFF AND FUNDING FOR AGRI-
CULTURE COMPETITION ENFORCE-
MENT. 

(a) ADDITIONAL STAFF.—The Secretary of 
Agriculture shall hire sufficient staff, in-
cluding antitrust and litigation attorneys, 
economists, and investigators, to appro-
priately carry out the agribusiness merger 
review and prohibition against unfair prac-
tices responsibilities, described in sections 4 
and 5. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized 
to be appropriated such sums as are nec-
essary to hire the staff referenced in sub-
section (a) to implement this Act. 

SEC. 11. AUTHORIZATION FOR ADDITIONAL 
STAFF AND FUNDING FOR THE 
GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND 
STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as are necessary to enhance the 
capability of the Grain Inspection, Packers 
and Stockyards Administration to monitor, 
investigate, and pursue the competitive im-
plications of structural changes in the meat 
packing industry. Sums are specifically ear-
marked to hire litigating attorneys to allow 
the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stock-
yards Administration to more comprehen-
sively and effectively pursue its enforcement 
activities. 

SEC. 12. ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR 
AGRICULTURAL ANTITRUST MAT-
TERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be established 
within the Antitrust Division of the Depart-
ment of Justice an Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral for Agricultural Antitrust Matters, who 
shall be responsible for oversight and coordi-
nation of antitrust and related matters 
which affect agriculture, directly or indi-
rectly. 

(b) APPOINTMENT.—The Assistant Attorney 
General for Agricultural Antitrust Matters 
shall be appointed by the President subject 
to the advice and consent of the Senate. 
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SEC. 13. INCREASE IN HART-SCOTT-RODINO FIL-

ING FEES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The filing fee the Federal 

Trade Commission assesses on a person ac-
quiring voting securities or assets who is re-
quired to file premerger notifications under 
section 7A of the Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 18a) 
for mergers and acquisitions satisfying the 
$15,000,000 size-of-transaction requirement is 
increased to $100,000 for those transactions 
valued at more than $100,000,000. 

(b) FEES EARMARKED.—The filing fee in-
crease described in subsection (a) is partially 
earmarked to pay for the costs of staff in-
creases at the Transportation, Energy and 
Agriculture section at the Department of 
Justice, as considered necessary by the As-
sistant Attorney General, to enhance their 
review of agriculture transactions. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. 
REID, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. CORZINE, and Mr. DAYTON): 

S. 1078. A bill to promote brownfields 
redevelopment in urban and rural areas 
and spur community revitalization in 
low-income and moderate-income 
neighborhoods; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. 
REID, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. CORZINE, Mr. SARBANES, 
and Mr. DAYTON): 

S. 1079. A bill to amend the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act 
of 1965 to provide assistance to commu-
nities for the redevelopment of 
brownfield sites; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am in-
troducing today, along with Senator 
JEFFORDS, as co-chairmen of the Sen-
ate Smart Growth Task Force, two 
bills to help communities expedite the 
economic redevelopment of 
brownfields. These bills are com-
plementary to S. 350 which we strongly 
support. Brownfields are abandoned, 
idled, or under-used industrial and 
commercial properties where expansion 
or redevelopment is complicated by 
real or perceived environmental con-
tamination. More than 450,000 of these 
sites taint our nation’s landscape, in-
hibiting economic development and 
posing a threat to human health and 
the environment. Undeveloped, or un-
derdeveloped, brownfields blight com-
munities forcing development onto 
greenfields. But redeveloped, these 
sites offer new opportunities for busi-
nesses, housing and green space. 
Brownfields redevelopment is a fis-
cally-sound way to bring investment 
back to neglected neighborhoods, 
cleanup the environment, reuse exist-
ing infrastructure that is already paid 
for, utilize existing markets and labor 
pools, and relieve development pres-
sure on our urban fringe and farm-
lands. 

My home State of Michigan is a na-
tional leader in brownfields redevelop-
ment. Michigan communities are re-
claiming brownfields in urban centers, 
towns and villages, ensuring that nat-

ural areas and greenspaces are less 
likely to succumb to sprawl when there 
are brownfield properties available to 
meet development needs. The City of 
Kalamazoo has leveraged $28 million in 
private investment and created over 
200 jobs through its brownfields rede-
velopment program. The city has fully 
completed development of 4 sites and 
played a role in the redevelopment of 
16 properties, creating new opportuni-
ties for commercial and industrial de-
velopment. The City of St. Ignace, a 
small community in the Upper Penin-
sula of Michigan, successfully redevel-
oped a former railroad property into a 
community recreation building and 
conference center. The project, built 
jointly by the Sault Ste. Marie Chip-
pewa Indian Tribe and the City of St. 
Ignace, created jobs and has the poten-
tial of stimulating additional year- 
round tourist activities where seasonal 
unemployment rates range between 20– 
25 percent during the winter months. 

At the Federal level, we need to sup-
port local communities and States in 
their efforts to reclaim brownfields by 
providing economic development re-
sources to revitalize these sites. The 
two bills I am introducing today will 
aid cities like Kalamazoo and St. 
Ignace in their efforts to promote so-
cial well-being and create economic vi-
tality by redeveloping brownfields. 

The first bill, the Brownfield Site Re-
development Assistance Act of 2001, 
creates a new program within the De-
partment of Commerce’s Economic De-
velopment Administration, EDA, to 
provide targeted assistance for projects 
that redevelop brownfield sites. The 
Act would provide EDA with a dedi-
cated source of funding for brownfields 
redevelopment and increased funding 
flexibility to help States, local commu-
nities, Indian tribes and nonprofit or-
ganizations restore these sites to pro-
ductive use. This bill would provide 
EDA with the authority to facilitate 
effective economic development plan-
ning for reuse; develop the infrastruc-
ture necessary to prepare brownfield 
sites for re-entry into the market; and, 
provide the capital necessary to sup-
port new business development on 
brownfields. The bill provides $60 mil-
lion each year for FY2002 to FY2006. 

The second bill, the Brownfields Eco-
nomic Development Act of 2001, would 
allow the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, HUD, to make ex-
isting Brownfields Economic Develop-
ment Initiative, BEDI, grants more 
easily available to units of general 
local government and federally-recog-
nized Indian tribes by permitting the 
Department to make these grants inde-
pendent of economic development loan 
guarantees. The bill also provides fund-
ing for small communities, known as 
nonentitlement areas, and federally- 
recognized Indian tribes. 

BEDI grants can help communities 
redevelop brownfields by providing 
local governments with a flexible 
source of funding to pursue brownfields 
redevelopment through land acquisi-

tion, site preparation, economic devel-
opment and other activities. Currently, 
BEDI grants are required to support 
economic development loan guarantees 
known as Section 108 loan guarantees. 
To be eligible for these funds, a local 
community or State must pledge Com-
munity Development Block Grant, 
CDBG, funds as partial collateral for 
the loan guarantee. This requirement 
is a significant barrier to many local 
communities that need assistance to 
revitalize brownfields, but are unable 
to pledge these funds. This bill would 
allow HUD to make BEDI grants inde-
pendent of economic development loan 
guarantees, providing critical financial 
assistance to leverage private sector 
investment in brownfields. 

Many organizations support these 
bills, including: (1) the Council for 
Urban Economic Development, (2) En-
terprise Foundation, (3) National Asso-
ciation of Business Incubators, (4) Na-
tional Association of Counties, (5) Na-
tional Association of Development Or-
ganizations, (6) National Association of 
Installation Developers, (7) National 
Association of Regional Councils, (8) 
National Association of Towns and 
Townships, (9) National Congress for 
Community Economic Development, 
(10) National League of Cities, (11) 
Smart Growth America, and (12) 
United States Conference of Mayors. 
Brownfields affect urban, rural and Na-
tive American communities. In urban 
areas, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
USCM, estimates that brownfields re-
development could generate more than 
550,000 additional jobs and up to $2.4 
billion in new tax revenues in over one 
hundred cities surveyed. The cities sur-
veyed by the USCM reported that lack 
of funding for redevelopment and li-
ability problems arising from Super-
fund are the major obstacles to reuse. 
In rural areas it is easy to ‘‘leap frog’’ 
over brownfields to abundant open 
space. The National Association of De-
velopment Organizations, NADO, in a 
report on reclaiming rural America’s 
brownfields found that Federal agen-
cies are not reaching rural areas 
through existing brownfields programs, 
and rural communities need financial 
and technical assistance to include 
brownfields in economic development 
strategies. Indian tribes face a legacy 
of contamination from former agricul-
tural, industrial and commercial facili-
ties. The Environmental Protection 
Agency estimates that nationwide 
there are 1,645 facilities located on 
tribal lands and 6,982 facilities located 
within three miles of tribal lands. Na-
tionally, State brownfields programs 
have facilitated reuse of more than 
40,000 sites, but this is less than 10 per-
cent of the estimated 450,000 
brownfields nationwide. A report of the 
National Governors Association stated 
that assessment and cleanup of 
brownfields are only part of the proc-
ess, equally important is physical de-
velopment of these sites. These two 
bills would provide the financial re-
sources to help communities and states 
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realize new private investment and tax 
revenues from the redevelopment of 
brownfields, and would assist EDA and 
HUD to reach rural towns and Indian 
tribes to support their reuse efforts. 

The two bills that Senator JEFFORDS 
and I are introducing will complement 
the resources and liability clarifica-
tions provided in S. 350, and together 
these three bills will provide commu-
nities with the financial assistance 
needed to leverage private investment 
in brownfields and accelerate reuse. 
Providing economic development re-
sources through HUD and EDA can 
stimulate brownfields economic devel-
opment by leveraging private invest-
ment into communities, and can give 
communities the financial resources 
and technical assistance they need to 
turn brownfield environmental liabil-
ities into economic assets. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the two bills and letters of sup-
port be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1078 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION. 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Brownfields 
Economic Development Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GRANTS. 

Section 108(q) of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5308(q)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘Assist-
ance’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in 
paragraph (5), assistance’’; 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘Eligible’’ 
and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in para-
graph (5), eligible’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) BROWNFIELDS REDEVELOPMENT 

GRANTS.— 
‘‘(A) GRANT AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding 

paragraph (1), of amounts made available to 
carry out this subsection, the Secretary may 
make grants, on a competitive basis, to eli-
gible public entities and federally recognized 
Indian tribes for the redevelopment of 
brownfield sites, independent of any note or 
other obligation guaranteed under sub-
section (a). 

‘‘(B) SET-ASIDE.—Of the amounts made 
available for grants under this paragraph, 
the Secretary shall set aside not less than 10 
percent and not more than 30 percent, which 
shall be used for brownfield site redevelop-
ment in nonentitlement areas and by feder-
ally recognized Indian tribes. 

‘‘(C) BROWNFIELD SITE DEFINITION.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘brownfield 

site’ means real property, the expansion, re-
development, or reuse of which may be com-
plicated by the presence or potential pres-
ence of— 

‘‘(I) a hazardous substance (as defined in 
section 101 of the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601)); or 

‘‘(II) any other pollutant or contaminant, 
as determined by the Secretary, in consulta-
tion with the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. 

‘‘(ii) EXCLUSIONS.—Except as provided in 
clause (iii), the term ‘brownfield site’ does 
not include— 

‘‘(I) a facility that is the subject of a 
planned or ongoing removal action under the 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9601 et seq.); 

‘‘(II) a facility that is listed on the Na-
tional Priorities List, or is proposed for list-
ing, under that Act; 

‘‘(III) a facility that is the subject of a uni-
lateral administrative order, a court order, 
an administrative order on consent or judi-
cial consent decree that has been issued to or 
entered into by the parties under that Act; 

‘‘(IV) a facility that is the subject of a uni-
lateral administrative order, a court order, 
an administrative order on consent or judi-
cial consent decree that has been issued to or 
entered into by the parties, or a facility to 
which a permit has been issued by the United 
States or an authorized State under— 

‘‘(aa) the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 
U.S.C. 6901 et seq.); 

‘‘(bb) the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (33 U.S.C. 1321); 

‘‘(cc) the Toxic Substances Control Act (15 
U.S.C. 2601 et seq.); or 

‘‘(dd) the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 
U.S.C. 300f et seq.); 

‘‘(V) a facility that— 
‘‘(aa) is subject to corrective action under 

section 3004(u) or 3008(h) of the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6924(u), 6928(h)); and 

‘‘(bb) to which a corrective action permit 
or order has been issued or modified to re-
quire the implementation of corrective 
measures; 

‘‘(VI) a land disposal unit with respect to 
which— 

‘‘(aa) a closure notification under subtitle 
C of the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 
6921 et seq.) has been submitted; and 

‘‘(bb) closure requirements have been spec-
ified in a closure plan or permit; 

‘‘(VII) a facility that is subject to the ju-
risdiction, custody, or control of a depart-
ment, agency, or instrumentality of the 
United States, except for land held in trust 
by the United States for an Indian tribe; 

‘‘(VIII) a portion of a facility— 
‘‘(aa) at which there has been a release of 

polychlorinated biphenyls; and 
‘‘(bb) that is subject to remediation under 

the Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 
2601 et seq.); or 

‘‘(IX) a portion of a facility, for which por-
tion, assistance for response activity has 
been obtained under subtitle I of the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991 et seq.) 
from the Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank Trust Fund established under section 
9508 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

‘‘(iii) SITE-BY-SITE INCLUSIONS.—The term 
‘brownfield site’, with respect to the provi-
sion of financial assistance, includes a site 
referred to in subclause (I), (IV), (V), (VI), 
(VIII), or (IX) of clause (ii), if, on a site-by- 
site basis, the Secretary, in consultation 
with the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, determines that 
use of the financial assistance at the site 
will— 

‘‘(I) protect human health and the environ-
ment; and 

‘‘(II)(aa) promote economic development; 
or 

‘‘(bb) enable the creation of, preservation 
of, or addition to parks, greenways, undevel-
oped property, other recreational property, 
or other property used for nonprofit pur-
poses. 

‘‘(D) ADDITIONAL INCLUSIONS.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (C), the term ‘brownfield 
site’ includes a site that meets the definition 
of ‘brownfield site’ under clauses (i) through 
(iii) of subparagraph (C) that— 

‘‘(i) is contaminated by a controlled sub-
stance (as defined in section 102 of the Con-
trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802)); 

‘‘(ii)(I) is contaminated by petroleum or a 
petroleum product excluded from the defini-

tion of ‘hazardous substance’ under section 
101 of the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601); and 

‘‘(II) is a site determined by the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, to 
be— 

‘‘(aa) of relatively low risk, as compared 
with other petroleum-only sites in the State 
in which the site is located; and 

‘‘(bb) a site for which there is no viable re-
sponsible party and that will be assessed, in-
vestigated, or cleaned up by a person that is 
not potentially liable for cleaning up the 
site; and 

‘‘(III) is not subject to any order issued 
under section 9003(h) of the Solid Waste Dis-
posal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991b(h)); or 

‘‘(iii) is mine-scarred land.’’. 

S. 1079 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Brownfield 
Site Redevelopment Assistance Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSES. 

Consistent with section 2 of the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 (42 U.S.C. 3121), the purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to provide targeted assistance, includ-
ing planning assistance, for projects that 
promote the redevelopment, restoration, and 
economic recovery of brownfield sites; and 

(2) through such assistance, to further the 
goals of restoring the employment and tax 
bases of, and bringing new income and pri-
vate investment to, distressed communities 
that have not participated fully in the eco-
nomic growth of the United States because 
of a lack of an adequate private sector tax 
base to support essential public services and 
facilities. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 3 of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 
3122) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(10) as paragraphs (2) through (11), respec-
tively; 

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so 
redesignated) the following: 

‘‘(1) BROWNFIELD SITE.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘brownfield 

site’ means real property, the expansion, re-
development, or reuse of which may be com-
plicated by the presence or potential pres-
ence of— 

‘‘(i) a hazardous substance (as defined in 
section 101 of the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601)); or 

‘‘(ii) any other pollutant or contaminant, 
as determined by the Secretary, in consulta-
tion with the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. 

‘‘(B) EXCLUSIONS.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (C), the term ‘brownfield site’ 
does not include— 

‘‘(i) a facility that is the subject of a 
planned or ongoing removal action under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9601 et seq.); 

‘‘(ii) a facility that is listed on the Na-
tional Priorities List, or is proposed for list-
ing on that list, under that Act; 

‘‘(iii) a facility that is the subject of a uni-
lateral administrative order, a court order, 
an administrative order on consent, or a ju-
dicial consent decree that has been issued to 
or entered into by the parties under that 
Act; 

‘‘(iv) a facility that is the subject of a uni-
lateral administrative order, a court order, 
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an administrative order on consent, or a ju-
dicial consent decree that has been issued to 
or entered into by the parties, or a facility 
to which a permit has been issued by the 
United States or an authorized State, 
under— 

‘‘(I) the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 
6901 et seq.); 

‘‘(II) the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.); 

‘‘(III) the Toxic Substances Control Act (15 
U.S.C. 2601 et seq.); or 

‘‘(IV) the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 
U.S.C. 300f et seq.); 

‘‘(v) a facility— 
‘‘(I) that is subject to corrective action 

under section 3004(u) or 3008(h) of the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6924(u), 
6928(h)); and 

‘‘(II) to which a corrective action permit or 
order has been issued or modified to require 
the implementation of corrective measures; 

‘‘(vi) a land disposal unit with respect to 
which— 

‘‘(I) a closure notification under subtitle C 
of the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 
6921 et seq.) has been submitted; and 

‘‘(II) closure requirements have been speci-
fied in a closure plan or permit; 

‘‘(vii) a facility that is subject to the juris-
diction, custody, or control of a department, 
agency, or instrumentality of the United 
States, except for land held in trust by the 
United States for an Indian tribe; 

‘‘(viii) a portion of a facility— 
‘‘(I) at which there has been a release of 

polychlorinated biphenyls; and 
‘‘(II) that is subject to remediation under 

the Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 
2601 et seq.); or 

‘‘(ix) a portion of a facility, for which por-
tion, assistance for response activity has 
been obtained under subtitle I of the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991 et seq.) 
from the Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank Trust Fund established by section 9508 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

‘‘(C) SITE-BY-SITE INCLUSIONS.—The term 
‘brownfield site’ includes a site referred to in 
clause (i), (iv), (v), (vi), (viii), or (ix) of sub-
paragraph (B), if, on a site-by-site basis, the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, determines that use of the financial 
assistance at the site will— 

‘‘(i) protect human health and the environ-
ment; and 

‘‘(ii)(I) promote economic development; or 
‘‘(II) enable the creation of, preservation 

of, or addition to parks, greenways, undevel-
oped property, other recreational property, 
or other property used for nonprofit pur-
poses. 

‘‘(D) ADDITIONAL INCLUSIONS.—The term 
‘brownfield site’ includes a site that meets 
the definition of ‘brownfield site’ under sub-
paragraphs (A) through (C) that— 

‘‘(i) is contaminated by a controlled sub-
stance (as defined in section 102 of the Con-
trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802)); 

‘‘(ii)(I) is contaminated by petroleum or a 
petroleum product excluded from the defini-
tion of ‘hazardous substance’ under section 
101 of the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601); and 

‘‘(II) is a site determined by the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, to 
be— 

‘‘(aa) of relatively low risk, as compared 
with other petroleum-only sites in the State 
in which the site is located; and 

‘‘(bb) a site for which there is no viable re-
sponsible party and that will be assessed, in-
vestigated, or cleaned up by a person that is 
not potentially liable for cleaning up the 
site; and 

‘‘(III) is not subject to any order issued 
under section 9003(h) of the Solid Waste Dis-
posal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991b(h)); or 

‘‘(iii) is mine-scarred land.’’; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(12) UNUSED LAND.—The term ‘unused 

land’ means any publicly-owned or privately- 
owned unused, underused, or abandoned land 
that is not contributing to the quality of life 
or economic well-being of the community in 
which the land is located.’’. 
SEC. 4. COORDINATION. 

Section 103 of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 
3132) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) COMPREHENSIVE ECO-
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES.—’’ before 
‘‘The Secretary’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) BROWNFIELD SITE REDEVELOPMENT.— 

The Secretary shall coordinate activities re-
lating to the redevelopment of brownfield 
sites under this Act with other Federal agen-
cies, States, local governments, consortia of 
local governments, Indian tribes, nonprofit 
organizations, and public-private partner-
ships.’’. 
SEC. 5. GRANTS FOR BROWNFIELD SITE REDE-

VELOPMENT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title II of the Public 

Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 (42 U.S.C. 3141 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating sections 210 through 
213 as sections 211 through 214, respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after section 209 the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 210. GRANTS FOR BROWNFIELD SITE REDE-

VELOPMENT. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—On the application of an 

eligible recipient, the Secretary may make 
grants for projects to alleviate or prevent 
conditions of excessive unemployment, 
underemployment, blight, and infrastructure 
deterioration associated with brownfield 
sites, including projects consisting of— 

‘‘(1) development of public facilities; 
‘‘(2) development of public services; 
‘‘(3) business development (including fund-

ing of a revolving loan fund); 
‘‘(4) planning; 
‘‘(5) technical assistance; and 
‘‘(6) training. 
‘‘(b) CRITERIA FOR GRANTS.—The Secretary 

may provide a grant for a project under this 
section only if— 

‘‘(1) the Secretary determines that the 
project will assist the area where the project 
is or will be located to meet, directly or indi-
rectly, a special need arising from— 

‘‘(A) a high level of unemployment or 
underemployment, or a high proportion of 
low-income households; 

‘‘(B) the existence of blight and infrastruc-
ture deterioration; 

‘‘(C) dislocations resulting from commer-
cial or industrial restructuring; 

‘‘(D) outmigration and population loss, as 
indicated by— 

‘‘(i)(I) depletion of human capital (includ-
ing young, skilled, or educated populations); 

‘‘(II) depletion of financial capital (includ-
ing firms and investment); or 

‘‘(III) a shrinking tax base; and 
‘‘(ii) resulting— 
‘‘(I) fiscal pressure; 
‘‘(II) restricted access to markets; and 
‘‘(III) constrained local development poten-

tial; or 
‘‘(E) the closure or realignment of— 
‘‘(i) a military or Department of Energy in-

stallation; or 
‘‘(ii) any other Federal facility; and 
‘‘(2) except in the case of a project con-

sisting of planning or technical assistance— 
‘‘(A) the Secretary has approved a com-

prehensive economic development strategy 

for the area where the project is or will be 
located; and 

‘‘(B) the project is consistent with the 
comprehensive economic development strat-
egy. 

‘‘(c) PARTICULAR COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE.— 
Assistance under this section may include 
assistance provided for activities identified 
by a community, the economy of which is in-
jured by the existence of 1 or more 
brownfield sites, to assist the community 
in— 

‘‘(1) revitalizing affected areas by— 
‘‘(A) diversifying the economy of the com-

munity; or 
‘‘(B) carrying out industrial or commercial 

(including mixed use) redevelopment 
projects on brownfield sites or sites adjacent 
to brownfield sites; 

‘‘(2) carrying out development that con-
serves environmental and agricultural re-
sources by— 

‘‘(A) reusing existing facilities and infra-
structure; 

‘‘(B) reclaiming unused land and aban-
doned buildings; or 

‘‘(C) creating publicly owned parks, play-
grounds, recreational facilities, or cultural 
centers that contribute to the economic revi-
talization of a community; or 

‘‘(3) carrying out a collaborative economic 
development planning process, developed 
with broad-based and diverse community 
participation, that addresses the economic 
repercussions and opportunities posed by the 
existence of brownfield sites in an area. 

‘‘(d) DIRECT EXPENDITURE OR REDISTRIBU-
TION BY ELIGIBLE RECIPIENT.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
an eligible recipient of a grant under this 
section may directly expend the grant funds 
or may redistribute the funds to public and 
private entities in the form of a grant, loan, 
loan guarantee, payment to reduce interest 
on a loan guarantee, or other appropriate as-
sistance. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—Under paragraph (1), an 
eligible recipient may not provide any grant 
to a private for-profit entity.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the Public Works 
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 
U.S.C. prec. 3121) is amended by striking the 
items relating to sections 210 through 213 
and inserting the following: 
‘‘Sec. 210. Grants for brownfield site redevel-

opment. 
‘‘Sec. 211. Changed project circumstances. 
‘‘Sec. 212. Use of funds in projects con-

structed under projected cost. 
‘‘Sec. 213. Reports by recipients. 
‘‘Sec. 214. Prohibition on use of funds for at-

torney’s and consultant’s 
fees.’’. 

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title VII of the Public 

Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 (42 U.S.C. 3231 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 704. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR BROWNFIELD SITE REDEVELOP-
MENT. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In addition to amounts 
made available under section 701, there is au-
thorized to be appropriated to carry out sec-
tion 210 $60,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2002 through 2006, to remain available until 
expended. 

‘‘(b) FEDERAL SHARE.—Notwithstanding 
section 204, subject to section 205, the Fed-
eral share of the cost of activities funded 
with amounts made available under sub-
section (a) shall be not more than 75 per-
cent.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the Public Works 
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 
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U.S.C. prec. 3121) is amended by adding at 
the end of the items relating to title VII the 
following: 
‘‘Sec. 704. Authorization of appropriations 

for brownfield site redevelop-
ment.’’. 

THE ENTERPRISE FOUNDATION, 
Columbia, MD, June 6, 2001. 

Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: The Enterprise 
Foundation commends you for introducing 
with Senator Jeffords the ‘‘Brownfield Site 
Redevelopment Assistance Act of 2001’’ and 
the ‘‘Brownfields Economic Development 
Act of 2001.’’ Enterprise strongly support 
these two bills. 

Enterprise is a national nonprofit organi-
zation that raises resources and channels 
them to grassroots at the local level for af-
fordable housing, economic development and 
other community revitalization initiatives 
in distressed urban and rural neighborhoods 
nationwide. Central to our mission is gener-
ating investment in areas suffering from 
blight, neglect and disinvestment. 
Brownfields are prime examples of such 
areas. 

Enterprise is engaged in several large-scale 
brownfield redevelopment efforts around the 
country. Targeted incentives such as your 
bills provide would enable Enterprise and 
others in the private sector to convert more 
brownfields to productive uses. 

By spurring brownfields redevelopment, 
your bills direct limited public resources to 
places that already benefit from existing in-
frastructure and promote economic invest-
ment where it is needed most. The bills epit-
omize smart growth and comprehensive com-
munity development principles. 

Thank you for your leadership on this im-
portant issue. 

Sincerely, 
F. BARTON HARVEY III, 

Chairman and Chief Executive Officer. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES, 
March 15, 2001. 

Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. JAMES JEFFORDS, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN AND SENATOR JEF-
FORDS: The National Association of Counties 
(NACo) commends both of your efforts in of-
fering bipartisan legislation to address the 
redevelopment of brownfields. 

NACo advocates for the redevelopment of 
these sites, in both urban and rural counties, 
as a component of a county’s broader inter-
est in achieving sustainable development on 
a regional basis. Redevelopment of aban-
doned or underutilized sites can stimulate 
economic revitalization in the surrounding 
areas, and preserve green space by providing 
an alternative to unchecked urban sprawl. 
Therefore, NACo strongly supports language 
mandating the development of a comprehen-
sive economic development strategy. 

We applaud your efforts to provide assist-
ance for redevelopment projects that pro-
mote the redevelopment, restoration and 
economic recovery of brownfield sites. Fur-
thermore, NACo supports the legislative ob-
jective of bringing new income and private 
investment to distressed communities that 
have not fully participated in the nationwide 
economic expansion. This legislation is 
closely aligned with NACo policy objectives, 
and we offer our support during the legisla-
tive process. 

Thank you for your leadership on this im-
portant issue. Please feel free to contact Cas-

sandra Matthews, Associate Legislative Di-
rector, at (202) 942–4204 if you need additional 
information or assistance. 

Sincerely, 
LARRY E. NAAKE, 

Executive Director. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATIONS, 

Washington, DC, March 9, 2001. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: On behalf of the Na-
tional Association of Development Organiza-
tions (NADO), I am writing to express our 
strong support for your efforts to enhance 
and support the Economic Development Ad-
ministration’s (EDA’s) brownfields redevel-
opment activities. 

As a national association representing re-
gional planning and development organiza-
tions that provide valuable professional and 
technical assistance to over 1,800 counties 
and 15,000 small cities and towns, we recog-
nize the value and benefits of returning 
former commercial and industrial sites to 
productive use. This includes targeting sites 
in small metropolitan and rural America, as 
well as our urban centers. 

In addition to being encouraged and sup-
portive of congressional efforts to strengthen 
the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(EPA’s) brownfields portfolio, we also recog-
nize the unique tools and experience that 
EDA has to offer local communities. While 
EPA has implemented effective assessment 
and clean up programs, there is a tremen-
dous need for federal programs focused on re-
developing and transforming the former 
brownfields sites into productive facilities. 

Over the past 35 years, EDA has developed 
a successful track record in partnering with 
local communities to revitalize, upgrade and 
expand former commercial sites into indus-
trial facilities that help create quality jobs, 
expand the local tax base and improve the 
quality of life in the area. This includes 
making the necessary investments in infra-
structure, as well as providing essential 
planning and technical assistance. 

EDA has also proven to be an effective fed-
eral partner for EPA, with the two federal 
agencies leveraging their funding and par-
ticular expertise to assist communities. 
Therefore, we strongly support your efforts 
to provide EDA with the resources and pro-
gram tools needed to help small metropoli-
tan and rural communities convert 
brownfields into economic development op-
portunities. 

Sincerely, 
ALICEANN WOHLBRUCK, 

Executive Director. 

SMART GROWTH AMERICA, 
Washington, DC, April 4, 2001. 

Hon. JAMES JEFFORDS, 
Co-Chair, Senate Smart Growth Task Force, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
Co-Chair, Senate Smart Growth Task Force, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR JEFFORDS AND SENATOR 

LEVIN: Smart Growth America would like to 
thank you for your leadership on the intro-
duction of the Brownfields Economic Devel-
opment Act of 2001 and the Brownfields Site 
Redevelopment Assistance Act of 2001. We 
strongly support these bills and your efforts 
to complement the Brownfields Revitaliza-
tion and Environmental Restoration Act of 
2001 by focusing on the physical redevelop-
ment of brownfields. 

S. 350 provides needed liability relief and 
funding to inventory, assess and remediate 
brownfield sites. These two new bills build 
upon S. 350 by providing communities with 

additional economic development resources 
to return brownfields to productive use. 

Economic development of brownfield sites 
is an essential element of smart growth— 
growth that revitalizes neighborhoods, cre-
ates and preserves affordable housing, pro-
motes transportation choice, and preserves 
open space and farmland. And, it makes eco-
nomic sense. The U.S. Conference of Mayors 
found that as much as $2.4 billion annually 
could be generated in new tax revenues by 
fully tapping into the potential of our na-
tion’s brownfields. This economic develop-
ment could create more than 550,000 new 
jobs. 

The Brownfields Economic Development 
Act and the Brownfield Site Redevelopment 
Assistance Act improve the ability of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) and the Department of Commerce’s 
Economic Development Administration to 
fund and assist communities in their efforts 
to develop their brownfields and return them 
to productive use. We applaud your efforts 
and look forward to working with you to see 
the timely passage of these measures. 

Sincerely, 
DON CHEN, 

Director. 

COALITION FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, 
March 16, 2001. 

Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. JAMES JEFFORDS, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN AND SENATOR JEF-
FORDS: The organizations that comprise the 
Coalition for Economic Development com-
mend both of you for proposing legislation 
that will address much-needed redevelop-
ment of brownfields. 

The establishment within the Economic 
Development Administration of a revolving 
loan fund especially devoted to brownfields 
will quickly increase the amount of money 
‘‘on the street’’ for redevelopment. EDA has 
a highly successful track record in operating 
a revolving loan fund that has put millions 
of dollars into business development in low- 
income urban and rural areas and has lever-
aged millions more. 

The requirement to develop a comprehen-
sive economic development strategy will 
guarantee that different constituents within 
a community are given a voice in redevelop-
ment planning. 

The changes you propose in the Depart-
ment of House and Urban Development’s 
Section 108 will encourage greater use of this 
program since it does not tie up future Com-
munity Development Block Grant funding 
that is equally needed for other purposes. 

Together, the EDA revolving fund and the 
HUD grant program will provide local gov-
ernments, regional councils and non-profits 
with excellent programs to help redevelop 
these unutilized and underutilized areas that 
have become eye-sores that have hindered 
revitalization in many urban and rural 
areas. Brownfields redevelopment helps turn 
those eye-sores into homes, businesses, parks 
and active commercial districts. 

Please feel free to contact any members of 
the coalition. A list of contacts is attached. 

CONTACT LIST 
Beverly Nykwest, chair, Director of Policy, 

National Association of Regional Councils, 
(202) 457–0710, ext. 20; e-mail: 
nykwest&narc.org. 

Paul Kalomiris, Legislative Director, 
Council for Urban Economic Development, 
National Association of Installation Devel-
opers, (202) 223–4735, e-mail: 
pkalomiris@urbandevelopment.com. 
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Carol Wayman, Director, Policy Research 

& Development, National Congress for Com-
munity Economic Development, (202) 289– 
9020, ext. 112, cwayman@ncced.org. 

Cassandra Matthews, Legislative Assist-
ant, National Association of Counties, (202) 
942–4204, e-mail: cmatthew@naco.org. 

Scott Shrum, Legislative Assistant, Na-
tional League of Cities, (202) 626–3020, e-mail: 
shrum@nlc.org. 

Tom Halicki, Executive Director, National 
Association of Towns and Townships, (202) 
624–3553, e-mail: thalicki@sso.org. 

Eugene Lowe, U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
(202) 293–7330, e-mail: elowe@usmayors.org. 

Laura Marshall, Legislative Representa-
tive National Association of Development 
Organizations, (202) 624–8177, e-mail: 
lmarshall@nado.org. 

Dinah Atkins, President and CEO, Na-
tional Business Incubator Association, (740) 
593–4331, e-mail: datkins@nbia.org. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleague, Senator 
LEVIN, in introducing two legislative 
initiatives that will expand upon the 
resources available for brownfields re-
vitalization. 

The first bill, the Brownfields Site 
Redevelopment Assistance Act of 2001, 
provides the Department of Com-
merce’s Economic Development Ad-
ministration (EDA) with a dedicated 
source of funding for brownfields. EDA 
can currently assist communities with 
brownfields redevelopment when these 
projects involve infrastructure devel-
opment or economic adjustment activi-
ties, however there is no specific au-
thority or funding for brownfields revi-
talization. 

The second bill, the Brownfields Eco-
nomic Development Act of 2001, ad-
dresses requirements on the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment’s, HUD, Brownfields Economic 
Development Initiative, BEDI, grant 
program that are hampering small city 
brownfields revitalization efforts. 
BEDI’s required link to Section 108 
loan guarantees demands that future 
Community Development Block Grant, 
CDBG, allocations be pledged as collat-
eral. BEDI’s required link to Section 
108 serves as a deterrent to many small 
towns in Vermont and throughout the 
nation, who do not have the resources 
to commit to brownfields. Our bill 
would permit HUD to make grants 
available independent of economic de-
velopment loan guarantees. The legis-
lation also provides a 30 percent set 
aside for small communities and feder-
ally-recognized Indian tribes. 

This legislation would help commu-
nities in Vermont reclaim their older 
underutilized sites. A prime example is 
an old mill in the heart of Ludlow, VT 
which occupies 30,000 square feet of 
prime downtown land. It is next to res-
idential properties and again, ripe for 
redevelopment. There are currently 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
EPA, funds for assessment to inves-
tigate what is in the ground and how 
much it will cost to clean up. But the 
owner, the bank and the town are re-
luctant to act if the site is contami-
nated. These bills will assist many 
small towns such as Ludlow access the 

clean up funding they need to revi-
talize contaminated sites. 

Since the inception of the Senate 
Smart Growth Task Force in 1999, Sen-
ator Levin and I as co-chairs, have 
been working to expand funding 
sources for brownfields. This legisla-
tion is just one component of the over-
all effort to restore brownfield sites to 
productive use in our cities and towns. 
By advancing this legislation, we will 
address a critical gap in brownfields’ 
funding for site assessment and clean 
up, while promoting economic develop-
ment as well as preservation of farm-
land and open space. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise to 
join my colleagues—Senator JEFFORDS, 
Senator LEVIN and others—in co-spon-
soring the Brownfields Site Redevelop-
ment Assistance Act and the 
Brownfields Economic Development 
Act. 

These two Acts are important com-
plements to S. 350, the Brownfields Re-
vitalization and Environmental Res-
toration Act of 2001 that the Senate 
passed unanimously earlier this year. 
S. 350 encourages the remediation of 
brownfield sites by reducing financial 
and legal barriers to clean-up. The 
Brownfields Site Redevelopment As-
sistance Act and the Brownfields Eco-
nomic Development Act expand the 
abilities of the Economic Development 
Administration and the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development to 
help local communities physically de-
velop and restore brownfield sites to 
productive use. Taken together, these 
three bills make up a complete 
brownfields redevelopment package. 

The two Acts introduced today will 
provide critical economic and technical 
assistance to communities during all 
stages of the brownfields redevelop-
ment process—from an initial site as-
sessment to putting the finishing 
touches on a new apartment building 
or city park. These bills have enormous 
potential to enhance and revitalize 
communities and their economies, to 
turn neglected wastelands into produc-
tive developments, and to create more 
parks and open spaces. This in turn 
will create great opportunities for new 
jobs and economic development. This is 
particularly true in my State of Mon-
tana where we’ve been working hard to 
jump start our economy. Montana’s in-
dustrial past has left the State with its 
share of brownfield sites—wood treat-
ment facilities, railroad yards, saw-
mills. Hopefully, this legislation will 
provide communities with the tools 
they need to put these sites to produc-
tive uses. 

The Brownfields Site Redevelopment 
Assistance Act of 2001 will provide the 
Economic Development Administra-
tion with authority and funding for 
grants to States, local communities, 
Indian tribes and non-profit organiza-
tions for brownfield redevelopment 
projects. The Brownfields Economic 
Development Act of 2001 will make 
HUD Brownfields Economic Develop-
ment Initiative grants available to 

local governments and Indian tribes for 
community development projects. The 
bill will also provide a 30 percent set- 
aside for small communities and tribes, 
a provision that is very important to a 
rural State like Montana. The National 
Association of Development Organiza-
tions reports that Federal agencies are 
not reaching rural areas through exist-
ing brownfields programs. Rural com-
munities and tribes in Montana and 
elsewhere need financial and technical 
assistance to include brownfields in 
economic development strategies. 

Getting brownfield sites cleaned-up 
makes good sense in Montana and 
throughout the nation. That, again, is 
good for the environment, good for 
communities, good for our economy, 
and good for the country. I whole-
heartedly support this legislation, and 
I hope both bills will enjoy swift pas-
sage through the Senate. 

By Mr. CLELAND: 
S. 1080. A bill to amend chapter 84 of 

title 5, United States Code, to provide 
that employees who retire as registered 
nurses under the Federal Employees 
Retirement System shall have unused 
sick leave used in the computation of 
annuities, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs. 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President. Statis-
tics from the National League of Nurs-
ing and the American Nurses’ Associa-
tion demonstrate the nursing work-
force is shrinking. The Federal health 
sector, employing approximately 45,000 
nurses, may be the hardest hit in the 
near future with an estimated 47 per-
cent of its nursing workforce eligible 
for retirement in the year 2004. Current 
and anticipated nursing vacancies in 
Federal health care agencies are par-
ticularly alarming with the increased 
nursing care needs of an aging Amer-
ica. The Journal of the American Med-
ical Association published a study last 
year which found the average age of 
the nursing workforce rose by 4.5 years 
between 1983 and 1998, mostly because 
fewer younger people are joining the 
profession. 

It is imperative that the Federal 
Health Care System recruit and retain 
nurses in such crucial areas as the Vet-
erans Affairs Health Administration, 
Department of Defense, Public Health 
Service, Indian Health Service, and 
Federal Bureau of Prisons. Nursing 
shortages will result in major changes 
in the quality and type of care these 
agencies can provide to their bene-
ficiaries. There are no quick fixes to 
recruiting and retaining registered 
nurses, but Congress must act now on 
identified problem areas. One identified 
measure which would help recruit and 
retain Federal nurses is to address em-
ployee benefits. Title 38 currently ex-
cludes nurses employed by the Federal 
health care system after 1983 from in-
cluding unused sick leave in computa-
tion of retirement. Approximately 68 
percent of the Federal nurses are en-
rolled in the Federal Employees Re-
tirement System (FERS). My proposal 
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would allow registered nurses under 
FERS to include unused sick leave in 
the same manner as nurses enrolled in 
the Civilian Retirement System, 
(CRS), for computation of retirement 
benefits. Under CRS regulations, un-
used sick leave time is added after all 
of the required retirement criteria are 
met. With my proposal, registered 
nurses who have accrued the needed in-
crements of sick leave will retain their 
hard earned benefit as part of their re-
tirement package. 

Nurses played a crucial role in my re-
covery from injuries incurred in Viet-
nam. I can not imagine how much more 
difficult that recovery would have been 
without the skill and compassion of 
nurses. I urge my Senate colleagues to 
support this measure as we continue to 
look at strategies to prevent the loom-
ing Federal nurse shortage. 

Mr. President. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

S. 1080 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. UNUSED SICK LEAVE INCLUDED IN 

ANNUITY COMPUTATION OF REG-
ISTERED NURSES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Federal Registered Nurse Retirement 
Adjustment Act of 2001’’. 

(b) ANNUITY COMPUTATION.—Section 8415 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(i) In computing an annuity under this 
subchapter, the total service of an employee 
who retires from the position of a registered 
nurse on an immediate annuity or dies while 
employed in that position leaving any sur-
vivor entitled to an annuity includes the 
days of unused sick leave to the credit of 
that employee under a formal leave system, 
except that such days shall not be counted in 
determining average pay or annuity eligi-
bility under this subchapter.’’. 

(c) DEPOSIT NOT REQUIRED.—Section 8422(d) 
of title 5, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ before ‘‘Under such 
regulations’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) Deposit may not be required for days 

of unused sick leave credited under section 
8415(i).’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act and 
apply to individuals who separate from serv-
ice on or after that effective date. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself 
and Mr. DAYTON): 

S. 1081. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a busi-
ness credit for the development of low- 
to-moderate income housing for home 
ownership, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce a bill which 
builds on the most well received provi-
sions of the highly successful Low to 
Moderate Income Housing Tax Credit 
bill, LIHTC, of 1986. The evidence is 
clear that the entrepreneurial spirit 
that has been harnessed over the last 15 
years in favor of aggressively address-
ing the Nation’s need for rental hous-
ing can and should be channeled in re-

sponse to the dire need for affordable 
single family hosing in urban America. 

Although the economic prosperity 
enjoyed by this country for a decade 
led to a home ownership rate that has 
reached levels of nearly 70 percent, 
sadly the rate for central cities is 52 
percent. One unfortunate reality is 
that having a good job does not guar-
antee a family a decent place to live at 
an affordable rate. According to one re-
port; ‘‘More than 220,000 teachers, po-
lice and public safety officers across 
the country spend more than half their 
incomes for housing and the problem 
is, in fact, getting worse.’’ 

Housing experts continually tell us 
that low homeownership in our urban 
communities is a result of the lack of 
quality homes to purchase and not the 
lack of potential homeowners. Devel-
opers have expressed that the high 
costs associated with building homes in 
urban areas have acted as a disincen-
tive to developing or redeveloping com-
munities. If supply drives demand as it 
often does in the case of other com-
modities then the key to revitalizing 
neighborhoods that were once jewels is 
the entrepreneural spirit to build 
homes. 

The use of tax credits to provide a 
source of capital to dramatically in-
crease the rental housing stock has 
been a wonderful success. In recent 
meetings with developers and commu-
nity development officials in my State 
of New Jersey, a consistent answer to 
the question of ‘‘what can we do to 
spur the development of single family 
homes’’ has been ‘‘just build on the 
success of the low income housing tax 
credit program’’. Using tax incentives 
for such critical economic development 
purposes, such as overcoming capital 
market shortages is a proven method. 
In that regard, inclusion of certain in-
dustry practice development costs in 
the ‘‘eligible costs’’ basis of the prop-
erty for computing tax credits and ex-
clusion of the first $10,000 would quite 
often be just enough to keep developers 
out of the ‘‘red’’ in many urban com-
munities. 

In many respects it is only proper 
that we begin this century recapturing 
space that once served as home of vi-
brant neighborhoods and bustling busi-
nesses since the middle of the 19th cen-
tury. Certainly, effective development 
of space at the core of our urban cen-
ters requires building on the pride of 
ownership, rehabilitating classic struc-
tures that are found in all of our older 
cities and reclaiming land that has 
served us well. 

As we move ahead as a nation it is 
critical that we not leave many of our 
urban communities behind. AHEAD, 
(Affordable Housing and Environ-
mental Action through Development), 
is a sound approach that cannot be im-
plemented too soon. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill. I ask unan-
imous consent that the text of the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1081 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; ETC. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Low-to-Moderate Income Home Owner-
ship Tax Credit Act’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; etc. 
Sec. 2. Credit for low-to-moderate income 

housing for home ownership. 
Sec. 3. Partial exclusion of gain from sale of 

low-to-moderate income hous-
ing. 

Sec. 4. Expansion of rehabilitation credit. 
SEC. 2. CREDIT FOR LOW-TO-MODERATE INCOME 

HOUSING FOR HOME OWNERSHIP. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart D of part IV of 

subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to business re-
lated credits) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 42A. LOW-TO-MODERATE INCOME HOME 

OWNERSHIP CREDIT. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section 

38, the amount of the home ownership credit 
determined under this section for any tax-
able year in the credit period shall be an 
amount equal to the applicable percentage of 
the qualified basis of each qualified low-to- 
moderate income building. 

‘‘(b) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE: 70 PERCENT 
PRESENT VALUE CREDIT FOR NEW BUILDINGS; 
30 PERCENT PRESENT VALUE CREDIT FOR EX-
ISTING BUILDINGS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘applicable per-
centage’ means the appropriate percentage 
prescribed by the Secretary for the earlier 
of— 

‘‘(A) the first month of the credit period 
with respect to a low-to-moderate income 
building, or 

‘‘(B) at the election of the taxpayer, the 
month in which the taxpayer and the hous-
ing credit agency enter into an agreement 
with respect to such building (which is bind-
ing on such agency, the taxpayer, and all 
successors in interest) as to the housing 
credit dollar amount to be allocated to such 
building. 
A month may be elected under subparagraph 
(B) only if the election is made not later 
than the 5th day after the close of such 
month. Such an election, once made, shall be 
irrevocable. 

‘‘(2) METHOD OF PRESCRIBING PERCENT-
AGES.—The percentages prescribed by the 
Secretary for any month shall be percent-
ages which will yield over a 10-year period 
amounts of credit under subsection (a) which 
have a present value equal to— 

‘‘(A) 70 percent of the qualified basis of a 
new building, and 

‘‘(B) 30 percent of the qualified basis of an 
existing building. 

‘‘(3) METHOD OF DISCOUNTING.—The present 
value under paragraph (2) shall be deter-
mined— 

‘‘(A) as of the last day of the 1st year of the 
10-year period referred to in paragraph (2), 

‘‘(B) by using a discount rate equal to 72 
percent of the average of the annual Federal 
mid-term rate and the annual Federal long- 
term rate applicable under section 1274(d)(1) 
to the month applicable under subparagraph 
(A) or (B) of paragraph (1) and compounded 
annually, and 

‘‘(C) by assuming that the credit allowable 
under this section for any year is received on 
the last day of such year. 

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED BASIS; ELIGIBLE BASIS; 
QUALIFIED LOW-TO-MODERATE INCOME BUILD-
ING.—For purposes of this section— 

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED BASIS.— 
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‘‘(A) DETERMINATION.—The qualified basis 

of any qualified low-to-moderate income 
building for any taxable year is an amount 
equal to— 

‘‘(i) the applicable fraction (determined as 
of the close of such taxable year) of 

‘‘(ii) the eligible basis of such building. 
‘‘(B) APPLICABLE FRACTION.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subpara-

graph (A), the term ‘applicable fraction’ 
means the smaller of the unit fraction or the 
floor space fraction. 

‘‘(ii) UNIT FRACTION.—For purposes of 
clause (i), the term ‘unit fraction’ means the 
fraction— 

‘‘(I) the numerator of which is the number 
of low-to-moderate income units in the 
building, and 

‘‘(II) the denominator of which is the num-
ber of all units (whether or not occupied) in 
such building. 

‘‘(iii) FLOOR SPACE FRACTION.—For purposes 
of clause (i), the term ‘floor space fraction’ 
means the fraction— 

‘‘(I) the numerator of which is the total 
floor space of the low-to-moderate income 
units in such building, and 

‘‘(II) the denominator of which is the total 
floor space of all units (whether or not occu-
pied) in such building. 

‘‘(C) ELIGIBLE BASIS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The eligible basis of any 

qualified low-to-moderate income building 
for any taxable year shall be determined 
under rules similar to the rules under sec-
tion 42(d), except that— 

‘‘(I) the determination of the adjusted 
basis of any building shall be made as of the 
beginning of the credit period, and 

‘‘(II) such basis shall include development 
costs properly attributable to such building. 

‘‘(ii) DEVELOPMENT COSTS.—For purposes of 
clause (i)(II), the term ‘development costs’ 
includes— 

‘‘(I) site preparation costs, 
‘‘(II) State and local impact fees, 
‘‘(III) reasonable development costs, 
‘‘(IV) professional fees related to basis 

items, 
‘‘(V) construction financing costs related 

to basis items other than land, and 
‘‘(VI) on-site and adjacent improvements 

required by State and local governments. 
‘‘(2) QUALIFIED LOW-TO-MODERATE INCOME 

BUILDING.—The term ‘qualified low-to-mod-
erate income building’ means any building 
which is part of a qualified low-to-moderate 
income development project at all times dur-
ing the period— 

‘‘(A) beginning on the 1st day in the com-
pliance period on which such building is part 
of such a development project, and 

‘‘(B) ending on the last day of the compli-
ance period with respect to such building. 

‘‘(d) REHABILITATION EXPENDITURES TREAT-
ED AS SEPARATE NEW BUILDING.—Rehabilita-
tion expenditures paid or incurred by the 
taxpayer with respect to any building shall 
be treated for purposes of this section as a 
separate new building under the rules of sec-
tion 42(e). 

‘‘(e) DEFINITION AND SPECIAL RULES RELAT-
ING TO CREDIT PERIOD.— 

‘‘(1) CREDIT PERIOD DEFINED.—For purposes 
of this section, the term ‘credit period’ 
means, with respect to any building, the pe-
riod of 10 taxable years beginning with the 
taxable year in which the building (or a low- 
to-moderate income unit in such building) is 
first sold by the taxpayer to a low-to mod-
erate income individual after being placed in 
service. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR 1ST YEAR OF CREDIT 
PERIOD.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The credit allowable 
under subsection (a) with respect to any 
building for the 1st taxable year of the credit 
period shall be determined by substituting 

for the applicable fraction under subsection 
(c)(1) the fraction— 

‘‘(i) the numerator of which is the sum of 
the applicable fractions determined under 
subsection (c)(1) as of the close of each full 
month of such year during which such build-
ing was in service, and 

‘‘(ii) the denominator of which is 12. 
‘‘(B) DISALLOWED 1ST YEAR CREDIT ALLOWED 

IN 11TH YEAR.—Any reduction by reason of 
subparagraph (A) in the credit allowable 
(without regard to subparagraph (A)) for the 
1st taxable year of the credit period shall be 
allowable under subsection (a) for the 1st 
taxable year following the credit period. 

‘‘(3) CREDIT PERIOD FOR EXISTING BUILDINGS 
NOT TO BEGIN BEFORE REHABILITATION CREDIT 
ALLOWED.—The credit period for an existing 
building shall not begin before the 1st tax-
able year of the credit period for rehabilita-
tion expenditures with respect to the build-
ing. 

‘‘(f) QUALIFIED LOW-TO-MODERATE INCOME 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT.—For purposes of this 
section— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified low- 
to-moderate income development project’ 
means any development project of 1 or more 
for qualified low-to-moderate income build-
ings located in an area if 40 percent or more 
of the residential units in such development 
project are occupied and owned by individ-
uals whose income is 100 percent or less of 
area median gross income. 

‘‘(2) TREATMENT OF UNITS OCCUPIED BY INDI-
VIDUALS WHOSE INCOMES RISE ABOVE LIMIT.— 
Notwithstanding an increase in the income 
of the occupants of a low-to-moderate in-
come unit above the income limitation ap-
plicable under paragraph (2) or (3), such unit 
shall continue to be treated as a low-to-mod-
erate income unit if the income of such occu-
pants initially met such income limitation 
and such unit continues to be so restricted. 

‘‘(3) CERTAIN RULES MADE APPLICABLE.— 
Paragraphs (3), (5), (7), and (8) of section 42(g) 
shall apply for purposes of determining 
whether any development project is a quali-
fied low-to-moderate income development 
project. 

‘‘(g) LIMITATION ON AGGREGATE CREDIT AL-
LOWABLE WITH RESPECT TO DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTS LOCATED IN A STATE.— 

‘‘(1) CREDIT MAY NOT EXCEED CREDIT 
AMOUNT ALLOCATED TO BUILDING.—The 
amount of the credit determined under this 
section for any taxable year with respect to 
any building shall not exceed the housing 
credit dollar amount allocated to such build-
ing under rules similar to the rules of sec-
tion 42(h)(1) (determined without regard to 
subparagraph (D) thereof). 

‘‘(2) ALLOCATED CREDIT AMOUNT TO APPLY 
TO ALL TAXABLE YEARS ENDING DURING OR 
AFTER CREDIT ALLOCATION YEAR.—Any hous-
ing credit dollar amount allocated to any 
building for any calendar year— 

‘‘(A) shall apply to such building for all 
taxable years in the credit period ending dur-
ing or after such calendar year, and 

‘‘(B) shall reduce the aggregate housing 
credit dollar amount of the allocating agen-
cy only for such calendar year. 

‘‘(3) HOUSING CREDIT DOLLAR AMOUNT FOR 
AGENCIES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate housing 
credit dollar amount which a housing credit 
agency may allocate for any calendar year is 
the portion of the State housing credit ceil-
ing allocated under this paragraph for such 
calendar year to such agency. 

‘‘(B) STATE CEILING INITIALLY ALLOCATED TO 
STATE HOUSING CREDIT AGENCIES.—Except as 
provided in subparagraphs (D) and (E), the 
State housing credit ceiling for each cal-
endar year shall be allocated to the housing 
credit agency of such State. If there is more 
than 1 housing credit agency of a State, all 

such agencies shall be treated as a single 
agency. 

‘‘(C) STATE HOUSING CREDIT CEILING.—The 
State housing credit ceiling applicable to 
any State and any calendar year shall be an 
amount equal to the sum of— 

‘‘(i) the unused State housing credit ceiling 
(if any) of such State for the preceding cal-
endar year, 

‘‘(ii) the greater of— 
‘‘(I) $1.75 multiplied by the State popu-

lation, or 
‘‘(II) $2,000,000, 
‘‘(iii) the amount of State housing credit 

ceiling returned in the calendar year, plus 
‘‘(iv) the amount (if any) allocated under 

subparagraph (D) to such State by the Sec-
retary. 

For purposes of clause (i), the unused State 
housing credit ceiling for any calendar year 
is the excess (if any) of the sum of the 
amounts described in clauses (ii) through (iv) 
over the aggregate housing credit dollar 
amount allocated for such year. For purposes 
of clause (iii), the amount of State housing 
credit ceiling returned in the calendar year 
equals the housing credit dollar amount pre-
viously allocated within the State to any de-
velopment project which fails to meet the 10 
percent test under section 42(h)(1)(E)(ii) on a 
date after the close of the calendar year in 
which the allocation was made or which does 
not become a qualified low-to-moderate in-
come development project within the period 
required by this section or the terms of the 
allocation or to any development project 
with respect to which an allocation is can-
celed by mutual consent of the housing cred-
it agency and the allocation recipient. 

‘‘(D) UNUSED HOUSING CREDIT CARRYOVERS 
ALLOCATED AMONG CERTAIN STATES.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The unused housing cred-
it carryover of a State for any calendar year 
shall be assigned to the Secretary for alloca-
tion among qualified States for the suc-
ceeding calendar year. 

‘‘(ii) UNUSED HOUSING CREDIT CARRYOVER.— 
For purposes of this subparagraph, the un-
used housing credit carryover of a State for 
any calendar year is the excess (if any) of the 
unused State housing credit ceiling for such 
year (as defined in subparagraph (C)(i)) over 
the excess (if any) of — 

‘‘(I) the unused State housing credit ceil-
ing for the year preceding such year, over 

‘‘(II) the aggregate housing credit dollar 
amount allocated for such year. 

‘‘(iii) FORMULA FOR ALLOCATION OF UNUSED 
HOUSING CREDIT CARRYOVERS AMONG QUALI-
FIED STATES.—The amount allocated under 
this subparagraph to a qualified State for 
any calendar year shall be the amount deter-
mined by the Secretary to bear the same 
ratio to the aggregate unused housing credit 
carryovers of all States for the preceding 
calendar year as such State’s population for 
the calendar year bears to the population of 
all qualified States for the calendar year. 
For purposes of the preceding sentence, pop-
ulation shall be determined in accordance 
with section 146(j). 

‘‘(iv) QUALIFIED STATE.—For purposes of 
this subparagraph, the term ‘qualified State’ 
means, with respect to a calendar year, any 
State— 

‘‘(I) which allocated its entire State hous-
ing credit ceiling for the preceding calendar 
year, and 

‘‘(II) for which a request is made (not later 
than May 1 of the calendar year) to receive 
an allocation under clause (iii). 

‘‘(E) SPECIAL RULE FOR STATES WITH CON-
STITUTIONAL HOME RULE CITIES.—For purposes 
of this subsection— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate housing 
credit dollar amount for any constitutional 
home rule city for any calendar year shall be 
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an amount which bears the same ratio to the 
State housing credit ceiling for such cal-
endar year as— 

‘‘(I) the population of such city, bears to 
‘‘(II) the population of the entire State. 
‘‘(ii) COORDINATION WITH OTHER ALLOCA-

TIONS.—In the case of any State which con-
tains 1 or more constitutional home rule cit-
ies, for purposes of applying this paragraph 
with respect to housing credit agencies in 
such State other than constitutional home 
rule cities, the State housing credit ceiling 
for any calendar year shall be reduced by the 
aggregate housing credit dollar amounts de-
termined for such year for all constitutional 
home rule cities in such State. 

‘‘(iii) CONSTITUTIONAL HOME RULE CITY.— 
For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
‘constitutional home rule city’ has the 
meaning given such term by section 
146(d)(3)(C). 

‘‘(F) STATE MAY PROVIDE FOR DIFFERENT AL-
LOCATION.—Rules similar to the rules of sec-
tion 146(e) (other than paragraph (2)(B) 
thereof) shall apply for purposes of this para-
graph. 

‘‘(G) POPULATION.—For purposes of this 
paragraph, population shall be determined in 
accordance with section 146(j). 

‘‘(H) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a calendar 

year after 2002, the $2,000,000 and $1.75 
amounts in subparagraph (C) shall each be 
increased by an amount equal to— 

‘‘(I) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
‘‘(II) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f )(3) for such calendar 
year by substituting ‘calendar year 2001’ for 
‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) 
thereof. 

‘‘(ii) ROUNDING.— 
‘‘(I) In the case of the $2,000,000 amount, 

any increase under clause (i) which is not a 
multiple of $5,000 shall be rounded to the 
next lowest multiple of $5,000. 

‘‘(II) In the case of the $1.75 amount, any 
increase under clause (i) which is not a mul-
tiple of 5 cents shall be rounded to the next 
lowest multiple of 5 cents. 

‘‘(4) PORTION OF STATE CEILING SET-ASIDE 
FOR CERTAIN DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS INVOLV-
ING QUALIFIED NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not more than 90 per-
cent of the State housing credit ceiling for 
any State for any calendar year shall be allo-
cated to development projects other than 
qualified low-to-moderate income develop-
ment projects described in subparagraph (B). 

‘‘(B) DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS INVOLVING 
QUALIFIED NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS.—For 
purposes of subparagraph (A), a qualified 
low-to-moderate income development project 
is described in this subparagraph if a quali-
fied nonprofit organization is to materially 
participate (within the meaning of section 
469(h)) in the development and operation of 
the development project throughout the 
compliance period. 

‘‘(C) QUALIFIED NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION.— 
For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
‘qualified nonprofit organization’ means any 
organization if— 

‘‘(i) such organization is described in para-
graph (3) or (4) of section 501(c) and is exempt 
from tax under section 501(a), 

‘‘(ii) such organization is determined by 
the State housing credit agency not to be af-
filiated with or controlled by a for-profit or-
ganization; and 

‘‘(iii) 1 of the exempt purposes of such or-
ganization includes the fostering of low-to- 
moderate income housing. 

‘‘(D) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN SUBSIDI-
ARIES.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this 
paragraph, a qualified nonprofit organization 
shall be treated as satisfying the ownership 
and material participation test of subpara-

graph (B) if any qualified corporation in 
which such organization holds stock satisfies 
such test. 

‘‘(ii) QUALIFIED CORPORATION.—For pur-
poses of clause (i), the term ‘qualified cor-
poration’ means any corporation if 100 per-
cent of the stock of such corporation is held 
by 1 or more qualified nonprofit organiza-
tions at all times during the period such cor-
poration is in existence. 

‘‘(E) STATE MAY NOT OVERRIDE SET-ASIDE.— 
Nothing in subparagraph (F) of paragraph (3) 
shall be construed to permit a State not to 
comply with subparagraph (A) of this para-
graph. 

‘‘(5) BUILDINGS ELIGIBLE FOR CREDIT ONLY IF 
MINIMUM LONG-TERM COMMITMENT TO LOW-TO- 
MODERATE INCOME HOUSING.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—No credit shall be al-
lowed by reason of this section with respect 
to any building for the taxable year unless a 
low-to-moderate income housing commit-
ment is in effect as of the end of such taxable 
year. 

‘‘(B) LOW-TO-MODERATE INCOME HOUSING 
COMMITMENT.—For purposes of this para-
graph, the term ‘low-to-moderate income 
housing commitment’ means any agreement 
between the taxpayer and the housing credit 
agency— 

‘‘(i) which requires that the applicable 
fraction (as defined in subsection (c)(1)(B)) 
for the building for each taxable year in the 
compliance period will not be less than the 
applicable fraction specified in such agree-
ment, 

‘‘(ii) which allows individuals who meet 
the income limitation applicable to the 
building under subsection (f) (whether pro-
spective, present, or former occupants of the 
building) the right to enforce in any State 
court the requirement of clause (i), 

‘‘(iii) which allows the taxpayer the right 
of first refusal to purchase the building from 
the low-or-moderate income individual to 
whom the taxpayer first sold the building, 

‘‘(iv) which is binding on all successors of 
the taxpayer, and 

‘‘(v) which, with respect to the property, is 
recorded pursuant to State law as a restric-
tive covenant. 

‘‘(C) ALLOCATION OF CREDIT MAY NOT EXCEED 
AMOUNT NECESSARY TO SUPPORT COMMIT-
MENT.—The housing credit dollar amount al-
located to any building may not exceed the 
amount necessary to support the applicable 
fraction specified in the low-to-moderate in-
come housing commitment for such building. 

‘‘(D) EFFECT OF NONCOMPLIANCE.—If, during 
a taxable year, there is a determination that 
a low-to-moderate income housing agree-
ment was not in effect as of the beginning of 
such year, such determination shall not 
apply to any period before such year and sub-
paragraph (A) shall be applied without re-
gard to such determination if the failure is 
corrected within 1 year from the date of the 
determination. 

‘‘(E) DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS WHICH CONSIST 
OF MORE THAN 1 BUILDING.—The application of 
this paragraph to development projects 
which consist of more than 1 building shall 
be made under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary. 

‘‘(6) SPECIAL RULES.— 
‘‘(A) BUILDING MUST BE LOCATED WITHIN JU-

RISDICTION OF CREDIT AGENCY.—A housing 
credit agency may allocate its aggregate 
housing credit dollar amount only to build-
ings located in the jurisdiction of the gov-
ernmental unit of which such agency is a 
part. 

‘‘(B) AGENCY ALLOCATIONS IN EXCESS OF 
LIMIT.—If the aggregate housing credit dollar 
amounts allocated by a housing credit agen-
cy for any calendar year exceed the portion 
of the State housing credit ceiling allocated 
to such agency for such calendar year, the 

housing credit dollar amounts so allocated 
shall be reduced (to the extent of such ex-
cess) for buildings in the reverse of the order 
in which the allocations of such amounts 
were made. 

‘‘(C) CREDIT REDUCED IF ALLOCATED CREDIT 
DOLLAR AMOUNT IS LESS THAN CREDIT WHICH 
WOULD BE ALLOWABLE WITHOUT REGARD TO 
SALES CONVENTION, ETC.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the credit 
determined under this section with respect 
to any building shall not exceed the clause 
(ii) percentage of the amount of the credit 
which would (but for this subparagraph) be 
determined under this section with respect 
to such building. 

‘‘(ii) DETERMINATION OF PERCENTAGE.—For 
purposes of clause (i), the clause (ii) percent-
age with respect to any building is the per-
centage which— 

‘‘(I) the housing credit dollar amount allo-
cated to such building bears to 

‘‘(II) the credit amount determined in ac-
cordance with clause (iii). 

‘‘(iii) DETERMINATION OF CREDIT AMOUNT.— 
The credit amount determined in accordance 
with this clause is the amount of the credit 
which would (but for this subparagraph) be 
determined under this section with respect 
to the building if this section were applied 
without regard to paragraph (2)(A) of sub-
section (e). 

‘‘(D) HOUSING CREDIT AGENCY TO SPECIFY 
APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE AND MAXIMUM QUALI-
FIED BASIS.—In allocating a housing credit 
dollar amount to any building, the housing 
credit agency shall specify the applicable 
percentage and the maximum qualified basis 
which may be taken into account under this 
section with respect to such building. The 
applicable percentage and maximum quali-
fied basis so specified shall not exceed the 
applicable percentage and qualified basis de-
termined under this section without regard 
to this subsection. 

‘‘(7) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of 
this subsection— 

‘‘(A) HOUSING CREDIT AGENCY.—The term 
‘housing credit agency’ means any agency 
authorized to carry out this subsection. 

‘‘(B) POSSESSIONS TREATED AS STATES.— 
The term ‘State’ includes a possession of the 
United States. 

‘‘(h) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For 
purposes of this section— 

‘‘(1) COMPLIANCE PERIOD.—The term ‘com-
pliance period’ means, with respect to any 
building, the period of 5 taxable years begin-
ning with the 1st taxable year of the credit 
period with respect thereto. 

‘‘(2) NEW BUILDING.—The term ‘new build-
ing’ means a building the original use of 
which begins with the taxpayer. 

‘‘(3) EXISTING BUILDING.—The term ‘exist-
ing building’ means any building which is 
not a new building. 

‘‘(4) APPLICATION TO ESTATES AND TRUSTS.— 
In the case of an estate or trust, the amount 
of the credit determined under subsection (a) 
and any increase in tax under subsection (j) 
shall be apportioned between the estate or 
trust and the beneficiaries on the basis of 
the income of the estate or trust allocable to 
each. 

‘‘(i) RECAPTURE OF CREDIT.—If— 
‘‘(1) as of the close of any taxable year in 

the compliance period, the amount of the 
qualified basis of any building with respect 
to the taxpayer is less than 

‘‘(2) the amount of such basis as of the 
close of the preceding taxable year, 

then the taxpayer’s tax under this chapter 
for the taxable year shall be increased by the 
credit recapture amount determined under 
rules similar to the rules of section 42(j). 

‘‘(j) APPLICATION OF AT-RISK RULES.—For 
purposes of this section, rules similar to the 
rules of section 42(k) shall apply. 
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‘‘(k) CERTIFICATIONS AND OTHER REPORTS TO 

SECRETARY.— 
‘‘(1) CERTIFICATION WITH RESPECT TO 1ST 

YEAR OF CREDIT PERIOD.—Following the close 
of the 1st taxable year in the credit period 
with respect to any qualified low-to-mod-
erate income building, the taxpayer shall 
certify to the Secretary (at such time and in 
such form and in such manner as the Sec-
retary prescribes)— 

‘‘(A) the taxable year, and calendar year, 
in which such building was first sold after 
being placed in service, 

‘‘(B) the adjusted basis and eligible basis of 
such building as of the beginning of the cred-
it period, 

‘‘(C) the maximum applicable percentage 
and qualified basis permitted to be taken 
into account by the appropriate housing 
credit agency under subsection (g), 

‘‘(D) the election made under subsection (f) 
with respect to the qualified low-to-mod-
erate income housing development project of 
which such building is a part, and 

‘‘(E) such other information as the Sec-
retary may require. 
In the case of a failure to make the certifi-
cation required by the preceding sentence on 
the date prescribed therefor, unless it is 
shown that such failure is due to reasonable 
cause and not to willful neglect, no credit 
shall be allowable by reason of subsection (a) 
with respect to such building for any taxable 
year ending before such certification is 
made. 

‘‘(2) ANNUAL REPORTS TO THE SECRETARY.— 
The Secretary may require taxpayers to sub-
mit an information return (at such time and 
in such form and manner as the Secretary 
prescribes) for each taxable year setting 
forth— 

‘‘(A) the qualified basis for the taxable 
year of each qualified low-to-moderate in-
come building of the taxpayer, 

‘‘(B) the information described in para-
graph (1)(C) for the taxable year, and 

‘‘(C) such other information as the Sec-
retary may require. 

The penalty under section 6652(j) shall apply 
to any failure to submit the return required 
by the Secretary under the preceding sen-
tence on the date prescribed therefor. 

‘‘(3) ANNUAL REPORTS FROM HOUSING CREDIT 
AGENCIES.—Each agency which allocates any 
housing credit amount to any building for 
any calendar year shall submit to the Sec-
retary (at such time and in such manner as 
the Secretary shall prescribe) an annual re-
port specifying— 

‘‘(A) the amount of housing credit amount 
allocated to each building for such year, 

‘‘(B) sufficient information to identify 
each such building and the taxpayer with re-
spect thereto, and 

‘‘(C) such other information as the Sec-
retary may require. 

The penalty under section 6652(j) shall apply 
to any failure to submit the report required 
by the preceding sentence on the date pre-
scribed therefor. 

‘‘(l) RESPONSIBILITIES OF HOUSING CREDIT 
AGENCIES.— 

‘‘(1) PLANS FOR ALLOCATION OF CREDIT 
AMONG DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, the housing 
credit dollar amount with respect to any 
building shall be zero unless— 

‘‘(i) such amount was allocated pursuant to 
a qualified allocation plan of the housing 
credit agency which is approved by the gov-
ernmental unit (in accordance with rules 
similar to the rules of section 147(f)(2) (other 
than subparagraph (B)(ii) thereof)) of which 
such agency is a part, 

‘‘(ii) such agency notifies the chief execu-
tive officer (or the equivalent) of the local 

jurisdiction within which the building is lo-
cated of such development project and pro-
vides such individual a reasonable oppor-
tunity to comment on the development 
project, 

‘‘(iii) a comprehensive market study of the 
housing needs of low- and moderate-income 
individuals in the area to be served by the 
development project is conducted before the 
credit allocation is made and at the devel-
oper’s expense by a disinterested party who 
is approved by such agency, and 

‘‘(iv) a written explanation is available to 
the general public for any allocation of a 
housing credit dollar amount which is not 
made in accordance with established prior-
ities and selection criteria of the housing 
credit agency. 

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED ALLOCATION PLAN.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the term ‘qualified 
allocation plan’ means any plan— 

‘‘(i) which sets forth selection criteria to 
be used to determine housing priorities of 
the housing credit agency which are appro-
priate to local conditions, 

‘‘(ii) which also gives preference in allo-
cating housing credit dollar amounts among 
selected development projects to— 

‘‘(I) development projects serving the low-
est income owners, and 

‘‘(II) development projects which are lo-
cated in qualified census tracts (as defined in 
section 42(d)(5)(C)) and the development of 
which contributes to a concerted community 
revitalization plan, and 

‘‘(iii) which provides a procedure that the 
agency (or an agent or other private con-
tractor of such agency) will follow in moni-
toring for noncompliance with the provisions 
of this section and in notifying the Internal 
Revenue Service of such noncompliance 
which such agency becomes aware of and in 
monitoring for noncompliance with habit-
ability standards through regular site visits. 

‘‘(C) CERTAIN SELECTION CRITERIA MUST BE 
USED.—The selection criteria set forth in a 
qualified allocation plan must include— 

‘‘(i) development project location, 
‘‘(ii) housing needs characteristics, 
‘‘(iii) development project characteristics, 

including whether the development project 
includes the use of existing housing as part 
of a community revitalization plan, 

‘‘(iv) populations with special housing 
needs, 

‘‘(v) low-to-moderate income housing wait-
ing lists, and 

‘‘(vi) populations of individuals with chil-
dren. 

‘‘(2) CREDIT ALLOCATED TO BUILDING NOT TO 
EXCEED AMOUNT NECESSARY TO ASSURE DEVEL-
OPMENT PROJECT FEASIBILITY.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The housing credit dol-
lar amount allocated to a development 
project shall not exceed the amount the 
housing credit agency determines is nec-
essary for the financial feasibility of the de-
velopment project and its viability as a 
qualified low-to-moderate income develop-
ment project throughout the compliance pe-
riod. 

‘‘(B) AGENCY EVALUATION.—In making the 
determination under subparagraph (A), the 
housing credit agency shall consider— 

‘‘(i) the sources and uses of funds and the 
total financing planned for the development 
project, 

‘‘(ii) any proceeds or receipts expected to 
be generated by reason of tax benefits, 

‘‘(iii) the percentage of the housing credit 
dollar amount used for development project 
costs other than the cost of intermediaries, 
and 

‘‘(iv) the reasonableness of the develop-
mental and operational costs of the develop-
ment project. 

Clause (iii) shall not be applied so as to im-
pede the development of development 
projects in hard-to-develop areas. 

‘‘(C) DETERMINATION MADE WHEN CREDIT 
AMOUNT APPLIED FOR AND WHEN BUILDING 
SOLD.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A determination under 
subparagraph (A) shall be made as of each of 
the following times: 

‘‘(I) The application for the housing credit 
dollar amount. 

‘‘(II) The allocation of the housing credit 
dollar amount. 

‘‘(III) The date the building is first sold 
after having been placed in service. 

‘‘(ii) CERTIFICATION AS TO AMOUNT OF OTHER 
SUBSIDIES.—Prior to each determination 
under clause (i), the taxpayer shall certify to 
the housing credit agency the full extent of 
all Federal, State, and local subsidies which 
apply (or which the taxpayer expects to 
apply) with respect to the building. 

‘‘(m) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of this section, including regulations— 

‘‘(1) dealing with— 
‘‘(A) development projects which include 

more than 1 building or only a portion of a 
building, 

‘‘(B) buildings which are sold in portions, 
‘‘(2) providing for the application of this 

section to short taxable years, 
‘‘(3) preventing the avoidance of the rules 

of this section, and 
‘‘(4) providing the opportunity for housing 

credit agencies to correct administrative er-
rors and omissions with respect to alloca-
tions and record keeping within a reasonable 
period after their discovery, taking into ac-
count the availability of regulations and 
other administrative guidance from the Sec-
retary. 

‘‘(n) TERMINATION.—Clause (ii) of sub-
section (g)(3)(C) shall not apply to any 
amount allocated after December 31, 2004.’’. 

(b) CURRENT YEAR BUSINESS CREDIT CAL-
CULATION.—Section 38(b) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 (relating to current year 
business credit) is amended by striking 
‘‘plus’’ at the end of paragraph (12), by strik-
ing the period at the end of paragraph (13) 
and inserting ‘‘, plus’’, and by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(14) the home ownership credit deter-
mined under section 42A(a).’’. 

(c) LIMITATION ON CARRYBACK.—Subsection 
(d) of section 39 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (relating to carryback and 
carryforward of unused credits) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(10) NO CARRYBACK OF HOME OWNERSHIP 
CREDIT BEFORE EFFECTIVE DATE.—No amount 
of unused business credit available under 
section 42A may be carried back to a taxable 
year beginning on or before the date of the 
enactment of this paragraph.’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 55(c)(1) of the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 is amended by inserting ‘‘or sub-
section (i) or (j) of section 42A’’ after ‘‘sec-
tion 42’’. 

(2) Subsections (i)(c)(3), (i)(c)(6)(B)(i), and 
(k)(1) of section 469 of such Code are each 
amended by inserting ‘‘or 42A’’ after ‘‘sec-
tion 42’’. 

(3) Section 772(a) of such Code is amended 
by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph 
(10), by redesignating paragraph (11) as para-
graph (12), and by inserting after paragraph 
(10) the following: 

‘‘(11) the home ownership credit deter-
mined under section 42A, and’’. 

(4) Section 774(b)(4) of such Code is amend-
ed by inserting ‘‘, 42A(i),’’ after ‘‘section 
42(j)’’. 
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(e) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 

sections for subpart D of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 42 the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘Sec. 42A. Low-to-moderate income home 
ownership credit.’’. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to expendi-
tures made in taxable years beginning after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 3. PARTIAL EXCLUSION OF GAIN FROM SALE 

OF LOW-TO-MODERATE INCOME 
HOUSING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part III of subchapter B 
of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to items specifically excluded 
from gross income) is amended by redesig-
nating section 139 as section 140 and insert-
ing after section 138 the following new sec-
tion: 
‘‘SEC. 139. CERTAIN GAIN FROM SALE OF LOW-TO- 

MODERATE INCOME HOUSING. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Gross income shall not 

include the gain from the sale of any low-to- 
moderate income building made during the 
taxable year and with respect to which the 
taxpayer is allowed a credit under section 
42A. 

‘‘(b) LIMITATION.—The amount of gain 
which may be taken into account under sub-
section (a) with respect to the sale of a low- 
to-moderate income building shall not ex-
ceed $10,000 for each low-to-moderate income 
unit in such building.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part III of subchapter B of chap-
ter 1 of such Code is amended by striking the 
item relating to section 139 and inserting the 
following new items: 
‘‘Sec. 139. Certain gain from sale of low-to- 

moderate income housing. 
‘‘Sec. 140. Cross references to other Acts.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply sales in tax-
able years beginning after the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 4. EXPANSION OF REHABILITATION CREDIT. 

(a) CREDIT APPLICABLE TO BUILDINGS AT 
LEAST 50 Years Old.—Subparagraph (B) of 
section 47(c)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (relating to qualified rehabilitated 
building is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) BUILDING MUST BE AT LEAST 50 YEARS 
OLD.—In the case of a building other than a 
certified historic structure, a building shall 
not be a qualified rehabilitated building un-
less the building was first placed in service 
before the date which is at least 50 years be-
fore the date such building is placed in serv-
ice for purposes of the credit under this sec-
tion.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to property 
placed in service after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself 
and Mr. DAYTON): 

S. 1082. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to expand the ex-
pensing of environmental remediation 
costs; to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise to introduce a bill that is intended 
to build upon a bi-partisan effort that 
has spanned over a decade culminating 
with the passage of S. 350. In August of 
1997, this body approved a potentially 
significant brownfield tax incentive. 
This tax incentive referred to as the 
‘‘expensing’’ provision allowed new 
owners of these contaminated sites to 
write off clean-up costs from their 

taxes in the year they are deducted. 
Despite this stride forward there have 
been issues pertaining to the provision 
that have represented barriers to re-de-
velopment efforts. 

The barriers which have thwarted re- 
development efforts have been: (1) the 
sunset of the bill contributed to uncer-
tainty associated with the time needed 
to clean-up, obtain financing and re-de-
velop these properties; (2) the exclusion 
of petroleum related products and pes-
ticides from the definition of ‘‘haz-
ardous substances’’ which required 
that the treatment of these clean up 
costs as (non-deductable) capital ex-
penditures rather than expenses; and 
(3) the recapturing as ordinary income, 
at the time of sale, qualified environ-
mental remediation expenses that have 
received exemptions. 

My bill will eliminate the sunset pro-
vision. Eliminating the sunset for this 
expensing provision would be a major 
stride forward. Obtaining sufficient fi-
nancing for brownfield re-development 
is generally difficult enough without 
the specter of a looming sunset. 

Petroleum products in the form of 
fuel oil, heating oil or gasoline and pes-
ticides are quite often found at these 
brownfield sites. Unfortunately, ‘‘haz-
ardous substance’’ as it relates to 
brownfields does not include these par-
ticular substances. Therefore, the ex-
clusion of substances commonly found 
at brownfields increases the costs of 
brownfield re-development signifi-
cantly. This bill will expand the defini-
tion of hazardous items to include pe-
troleum and pesticides. 

In an effort to give true value to 
brownfields tax incentives, this bill 
will repeal the recapture provision re-
lated to brownfield tax incentives, sec-
tion 193 e. Currently, any qualified en-
vironmental remediation expenditure 
which has been deducted is subject to 
recapture as ordinary income when 
sold or otherwise disposed. Because the 
tax liability for ordinary income is 
taxed higher, there is no incentive to 
redevelop contaminated sites and then 
sell the property for beneficial use. The 
repeal of this exclusion will give devel-
opers an opportunity to realize their 
tax incentives if they intend to sell 
property shortly after redevelopment. 

The passage of the expensing provi-
sions and the recently passed S. 350 
represent critical steps in enhancing 
the public/private partnership in 
brownfield re-development but more 
must be done. An effective partnership 
will utilize tax incentives to help at-
tract affordable private investment. 
Using tax incentives to overcome cap-
ital shortages, in the marketplace, to 
achieve greater public benefits, is a 
proven formula for success. This can 
reverse negative trends and start new 
constructive trends. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. MURRAY, 
and Mr. INOUYE): 

S. 1083. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to exclude 

clinical social worker services from 
coverage under the Medicare skilled 
nursing facility prospective payment 
system; to the Committee on Finance. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Clinical Social 
Work Medicare Equity Act of 2001. I am 
proud to sponsor this legislation that 
will ensure that clinical social workers 
can receive Medicare reimbursement 
for the mental health services they 
provide in skilled nursing facilities. 
This bill will give clinical social work-
ers parity with other mental health 
providers who are exempted from the 
Medicare Part B Prospective Payment 
System. 

Since my first days in Congress, I 
have been fighting to protect and 
strengthen the safety net for our Na-
tion’s seniors. Making sure that sen-
iors have access to quality, affordable 
mental health care is an important 
part of this fight. I know that millions 
of seniors are not receiving the mental 
health services they need. For example, 
depression effects nearly 6 million sen-
iors, but only one-tenth ever get treat-
ed. This is unacceptable. Protecting 
seniors’ access to clinical social work-
ers can help make sure that our most 
vulnerable citizens get the quality, af-
fordable mental health care they need. 

Clinical social workers, much like 
psychologists and psychiatrists, treat 
and diagnose mental illnesses. In fact, 
clinical social workers are the primary 
mental health providers for many nurs-
ing home residents. But unlike other 
mental health providers, clinical social 
workers often cannot bill directly for 
the important services they provide to 
their patients. This bill will correct 
this inequity and make sure clinical 
social workers are paid for the valuable 
services they provide. 

Before the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997, clinical social workers billed 
Medicare Part B directly for mental 
health services provided in nursing fa-
cilities to each patient they served. 
Under the new Prospective Payment 
System, services provided by clinical 
social workers are lumped, or ‘‘bun-
dled,’’ along with the services of other 
health care providers for the purposes 
of billing and payments. Psychologists 
and psychiatrists, however, were ex-
empted from this new system and con-
tinue to bill Medicare directly. This 
bill would exempt clinical social work-
ers, like their mental health col-
leagues, from the Prospective Payment 
System, and would make sure that 
clinical social workers are paid for the 
services they provide to patients in 
skilled nursing facilities. The Medi-
care, Medicaid, and SCHIP Benefits Im-
provement and Protection Act ad-
dressed some of these concerns, but 
this legislation would remove the final 
barrier to ensuring that clinical social 
workers are treated fairly and equi-
tably for the care they provide. 

This bill is about more than paper-
work and payment procedures. This 
bill is about equal access to Medicare 
payments for the equal and important 
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work done by clinical social workers. 
And it is about making sure our Na-
tion’s most vulnerable citizens have ac-
cess to quality, affordable mental 
health care. Without clinical social 
workers, many nursing home residents 
may never get the counseling they 
need when faced with illness or the loss 
of a loved one. I think we can do better 
by our Nation’s seniors, and I’m fight-
ing to make sure we do. 

The Clinical Social Work Medicare 
Equity Act of 2001 is strongly sup-
ported by the National Association of 
Social Workers and the Clinical Social 
Work Federation. I look forward to the 
Senate’s support of this important leg-
islation. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
DEWINE, and Mr. FEINGOLD): 

S. 1084. A bill to prohibit the impor-
tation into the United States of dia-
monds unless the countries exporting 
the diamonds have in place a system of 
controls on rough diamonds, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I am in-
troducing a bill today, along with Sen-
ator DEWINE and Senator FEINGOLD, to 
cut off the source of income that is 
fueling horrendous conflicts in Sierra 
Leone, Angola, and the Democratic Re-
public of Congo, the illicit trade in 
conflict diamonds. 

The brutal wars in these African Na-
tions may be thousands of miles away, 
but the source of the funds that buy 
the weapons may be as close as your 
ring finger. Our legislation says, if you 
can’t prove to U.S. Customs agents 
that your diamonds are legitimate, 
take your business and your diamonds 
somewhere else. 

I am pleased that the diamond indus-
try and the human rights community 
are united in their support for this bill. 
They met many times with our staffs 
to work out a compromise that every-
one is enthusiastically supporting. 

We can and must do more than look 
with horror at the pictures of children 
with missing hands, arms or legs. We 
must take a strong stand that says to 
the world that this nation, which pur-
chases 65 percent of the world’s dia-
monds, will not buy the diamonds that 
fund rebels and terrorists. 

American consumers who purchase 
diamonds for some happy milestone in 
their lives, like an engagement, wed-
ding, or anniversary, must be assured 
that they are buying a diamond from a 
legitimate, legal, and responsible 
source. 

Setting up a system that would allow 
American consumers to have con-
fidence that they are buying ‘‘clean’’ 
diamonds would also serve our local 
jewelers and diamond retailers. 

It is hard to imagine today that dia-
monds could become unfashionable, but 
if consumers associate diamonds with 
guerrillas who hack off the arms of 
children, instead of the joyous life 
events that are now associated with 
the gemstones, the diamond industry 

in our country could suffer a sharp de-
cline. 

The jewelers in our local malls and 
downtown shops do not want to support 
rebels and terrorists in Africa any 
more than consumers do. This legisla-
tion aims to protect our local mer-
chants, as well as cut off funds to Afri-
can rebels. 

I heard from a jeweler in my home-
town of Springfield, Illinois, Bruce 
Lauer, President of the Illinois Jewel-
ers Association, who wrote: 

The use of diamond profits to fund warfare 
and atrocities in parts of Africa is abhorrent 
to all of us. The system created by your bill 
to bar U.S. imports of conflict stones will 
allow retail jewelers to be confident that the 
diamonds and diamond jewelry they sell 
have no part in the violence and suffering 
that are prevalent in Sierra Leone, Angola, 
or other conflict areas. 

As the owner of Stout & Lauer Jewelers in 
Springfield, I know first hand the impor-
tance of diamonds to my customers. A dia-
mond is a very special purchase symbolizing 
love, commitment and joy. It should not be 
tarnished with doubt. . ..We want to be able 
to assure our customers unequivocally that 
the diamonds in our stores come from legiti-
mate sources. 

What carnage are these conflicts in 
Africa causing? The photos of maimed 
and mutilated men, women, and chil-
dren in Sierra Leone are the most visi-
ble results of the terror tactics by the 
Revolutionary United Front, RUF. 
This rebel group has also used murder 
and rape, pressed children into becom-
ing soldiers, and caused a mass move-
ments of refugees as people flee the 
terror. The Congressional Research 
Service has released some conflict-re-
lated statistics for the Sierra Leone, 
Angola, and the Democratic Republic 
of Congo. I would like to repeat some 
of them for the Record: Out of a popu-
lation of more than 5 million people, 
there are approximately 490,000 refu-
gees from Sierra Leone in neighboring 
countries and anywhere from 500,000 to 
1.3 million internally displaced people. 
Estimates of the numbers of people 
who have died in the conflict range 
from 20,000 to 50,000. More than 5,000 
children have fought in direct combat 
roles, with 5,000 more used in sup-
porting roles. There are no figures on 
how many people lost limbs or were 
otherwise mutilated, but World Vision 
reports that there are 2,000 amputees in 
just one camp in Freetown. 

In the long conflicts in Angola and 
Democratic Republic of Congo, DRC, 
diamonds have been a contributing fac-
tor. The United Nations recently issued 
a report showing that the conflict in 
the DRC has become increasingly re-
source driven, as parties illegally ex-
ploit diamonds and other mineral 
wealth, including tantilite, the mineral 
now in high demands for cell phones 
and other electronic devices. 

Last year the United States worked 
with the international community and 
the diamond industry to stem the flow 
of conflict diamonds. The United Na-
tions has taken action to ban the con-
flict diamond trade and recommended 
that a ‘‘simple and workable inter-

national certification scheme for rough 
diamonds be created.’’ 

The United States also participated 
in May 2000 in the Technical Forum on 
Diamonds, which became known as the 
‘‘Kimberley Process’’ after the city in 
South Africa where the group met, 
along with representatives from other 
countries, the diamond industry, and 
non-governmental organization. The 
group recommended the establishment 
of an international export regime like 
the one set up in the bill I introduce 
today. However, since that time nego-
tiations on setting up such a system 
have slowed. I believe that this bill will 
help spur action to complete negotia-
tions and set up a system to track and 
certify diamond exports. 

The bill that I am introducing today 
with Senator DEWINE and Senator 
FEINGOLD is similar to H.R. 918, intro-
duced by Congressman TONY HALL and 
Congressman FRANK WOLF in the 
House. But our bill also incorporates 
some changes that represent a com-
promise that the diamond industry and 
the human rights community were able 
to come together to support. The bill 
was also written to be compliant with 
US obligations in the World Trade Or-
ganization, WTO. 

Among other provisions, the bill does 
the following: The bill requires dia-
mond imports—including rough, pol-
ished, and jewelry—to come from a 
‘‘clean stream’’ and spells out the de-
tails of this system (which may be 
superceded by an international agree-
ment if the United States is a party to 
it). Implementation of any system 
shall be monitored by US agencies and 
a presidential advisory commission, 
which include human rights advocates 
and representatives of the diamond in-
dustry. 

Violators will be subject to civil and 
criminal penalties, including confisca-
tion of contraband. Significant viola-
tors’ US assets may be blocked. Pro-
ceeds from penalties and the sale of 
diamonds seized as contraband shall be 
used to help war victims, through hu-
manitarian relief and micro-credit de-
velopment projects. 

Diamond-sector projects in countries 
that fail to adopt a system of controls 
shall not be eligible for loan guaran-
tees or other assistance of the US Ex-
port-Import Bank or OPIC. 

The bill provides waiver authority to 
the President under limited cir-
cumstances, and spells out the process 
for determining them under what lim-
ited conditions, the President may 
delay applicability of the law to a ‘‘co-
operating’’ country. In issuing such a 
waiver, the President must report to 
Congress on that country’s progress to-
ward establishing a system of controls 
and concluding an international agree-
ment. Criteria for determining whether 
a country is cooperating must be devel-
oped with public input. 

The bill requires no action by the 
Treasury Secretary or Customs Service 
that would contradict the United 
States’ obligations to the World Trade 
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Organization, as it finds in a dispute 
proceeding. If another country success-
fully challenges the United States at 
the WTO, Congress intends for the 
United States to bring its actions into 
conformity with its WTO obligations. 

Both the President and the General 
Accounting Office are to report as to 
the system’s effectiveness and on 
which countries are implementing it. 

The bill encourages the diamond in-
dustry to contribute to financially- 
strapped African countries that may 
have difficulty bearing the costs of set-
ting up a system of controls, and au-
thorizes $5 million of assistance from 
the United States to do the same. 

I ask my colleagues to join with us in 
cosponsoring the bill we introduce 
today and take a positive step in end-
ing the bloody violence fueled by the 
sale of conflict diamonds. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 
S. 1085. A bill to provide for the revi-

talization of Olympic sports in the 
United States; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the 
foremost responsibility given to the 
United States Olympic Committee 
when it was created by Congress is to 
obtain for this country ‘‘the most com-
petent representation possible in each 
event of the Olympic Games.’’ How-
ever, in too many sports, the USOC is 
decidedly disadvantaged in achieving 
that goal. A key reason for the USOC’s 
difficulty is that our colleges and uni-
versities are eliminating many of their 
teams in those sports each year. Col-
leges and universities have been the 
traditional route to participation in 
the Olympic Games in these non-rev-
enue sports, but many of America’s 
prospective participants in the Olym-
pic Games are having opportunities 
blocked as these programs disappear. 

As a former college wrestler and 
someone who continues to follow that 
sport closely at the high school and 
college levels, I have noticed as wres-
tling programs have been discontinued 
by colleges and universities at a high 
rate in recent years. Too often, this oc-
curs through a process that leaves stu-
dent-athletes with few options if they 
want to continue wrestling at another 
institution. As a result of my concerns 
about wrestling, the sport I know best, 
I worked with now-Speaker of the 
House DENNIS HASTERT to include in 
the 1998 reauthorization of the Higher 
Education Act a study by the General 
Accounting Office on patterns in the 
addition and discontinuation of ath-
letic teams at 4-year colleges and uni-
versities. The study investigated the 
forces that lead to team additions and 
discontinuations, as well as the proc-
esses through which discontinuations 
have occurred. The report from that 
GAO study was recently released. It 
both reaffirms what Speaker HASTERT 
and I already knew about the state of 
college-level wrestling. And it dem-
onstrates that wrestling, where 40 per-

cent of teams have been discontinued 
during the past two decades, is not 
alone. A number of men’s and women’s 
sports have experienced a significant 
net decline in the number of programs 
during the same period. There has been 
a 53-percent decline in the number of 
women’s gymnastics teams, a 10-per-
cent reduction in the number of wom-
en’s field hockey teams and a 68-per-
cent decline in the number of men’s 
gymnastics programs. Most pertinent 
is the following fact: 16 of the sports 
that have lost teams during that pe-
riod, which is nearly all the sports that 
have lost teams, are Olympic sports. In 
light of the Congressional directive 
contained in USOC’s authorizing legis-
lation, a federal response is warranted. 

Guided by the findings of the recent 
GAO report, the bill that I introduce 
today, the Olympic Sports Revitaliza-
tion Act, seeks to counteract the prob-
lems faced by these 16 sports, plus 
three emerging women’s sports. The 
first group of 16 sports consists of the 
following: women’s gymnastics, wom-
en’s and men’s fencing, women’s field 
hockey, women’s and men’s archery, 
women’s badminton, men’s wrestling, 
men’s tennis, men’s gymnastics, men’s 
rifle/shooting men’s outdoor track, 
men’s swimming, men’s skiing, men’s 
ice hockey, and men’s water polo. Also 
covered are the three emerging wom-
en’s sports: synchronized swimming, 
team handball, and equestrian. The bill 
would assist in developing a competi-
tive American Olympics program that 
spans the spectrum of high- and low- 
profile sports. Because there is no sin-
gle, shared reason that each of these 
sports has faced difficulty in recent 
years, the bill has four sections, each 
of which seeks to address an obstacle 
to their vitality in the United States. 

First, the GAO report indicates that 
in some cases, declining interest in the 
sports is a key factor in decisions by 
colleges and universities to eliminate 
their programs. We know that those 
who will go on to become Olympians 
realize their talent and passion for 
their sport at any early age which 
means they need to become interested 
at an early age. Therefore, this bill es-
tablishes a grant program to assist 
local community-based athletic pro-
grams in providing opportunities for 
youngsters to participate in these 
sports. The bill authorizes funds for the 
USOC itself and the national governing 
bodies in the sports covered by the Act 
to award grants to community athletic 
organizations to initiate and expand 
youth sporting opportunities. In par-
ticular, it encourages a focus on pro-
viding such opportunities in commu-
nities where the sport has not tradi-
tionally been available as an option for 
young persons so that the pool of par-
ticipants in the sport will expand. 

Of course, relatively few of the young 
people that will participant in these 
programs will ever become Olympians. 
But aside from building interest in oth-
erwise declining sports, these programs 
will provide additional benefits for 

young men and women. My colleague 
from Alaska, Senator STEVENS, for 
whom the existing Olympic and Ama-
teur Sport Act is rightly named, has an 
ongoing commitment to enhancing the 
physical fitness of Americans. This 
program offers fitness outlets that can 
put young people on a path toward life-
long commitment to exercise and all 
its physical and mental health bene-
fits. 

As someone who was given the oppor-
tunity to develop personally through 
the challenge of wrestling, I also know 
how important involvement in ath-
letics is at an early age in building 
character. Sports help youngsters de-
velop some of the most important 
skills for success in life: the ability to 
think strategically, the courage to 
overcome fears, and the tact of being a 
good winner and, yes, a good loser. 

I encourage my colleagues to learn 
more about two existing community 
sports programs that are exactly the 
type of locally-controlled endeavors 
that this grant program is meant to 
promote. Peter Westbrook grew up in 
the projects of Newark, New Jersey. He 
was lucky enough to be introduced to 
fencing at an early age and by focusing 
on that sport, he escaped the despera-
tion of the environment in which he 
came of age. Peter pursued the sport as 
he became older and he went on to win 
the Bronze Medal in Men’s Sabre at the 
1984 Olympics in Los Angeles. Seven 
years later, he began a non-profit pro-
gram in New York City dedicated to 
helping kids in the five boroughs of 
New York gain access to the benefits 
that he has as a youngster in fencing. 
Over the past decade, hundreds of 
inner-city kids have participated in the 
program. 

Like the Peter Westbrook Founda-
tion, the ‘‘Beat the Streets’’ program 
begun in 1999 in inner-city Chicago is a 
model for the grant program to be es-
tablished by this legislation. ‘‘Beat the 
Streets,’’ a program with which Speak-
er HASTERT has been involved, focuses 
on mentoring youngsters who typically 
would not have access to wrestling 
training. The youngsters are coached 
in a number of wrestling techniques, 
conditioning and nutrition. The pro-
gram also focuses on developing social 
and intellectual skills that go beyond 
the mat. ‘‘Beat the Streets’’ has grown 
throughout Chicago and, working in 
coalition with the YMCA, its advisory 
board recently began planning the ex-
pansion of that program to other cities 
around the country. I hope that this 
legislation can plan a role in the ex-
pansion of such an outstanding pro-
gram. 

As I mentioned earlier, three wom-
en’s emerging sports, that is, Olympic 
sports that have not traditionally been 
an option for women in this country— 
are also covered by the pertinent sec-
tions of this Act. That makes sense be-
cause the fact that they are not fully 
established sports means that the 
USOC faces a particular challenge in 
developing the most competitive team 
possible in those sports. 
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The second section of the Olympic 

Sports Revitalization Act more direct 
focuses on ensuring participation in 
the covered sports during college. It 
does so by providing funding for schol-
arships in those sports. College and 
university athletic programs that have 
discontinued the non-revenue sports 
covered by this Act also cite budgetary 
strains as a frequent reason for those 
decisions. While the GAO report cites 
numerous cased where colleagues and 
unikversitues have successfully main-
tained existing sports while adding new 
sports to meet the interests and needs 
of women athlete, it is important to re-
alize that colleges and universities do 
face real financial contraints. This por-
tion of the Act would help protect ex-
isting non-revenue sports that might 
otherwise be eliminated. Through this 
section’s provision, the USOC would be 
authorized to provide 4-year grants of 
between $25,000 and $50,000 annually to 
college athletic programs to provide 
scholarship to student-athletes partici-
pating in the sports covered by the 
Act. At any one school, a limit of three 
covered program could be grant recipi-
ents at any one time. Schools would be 
required to maintain the sport to con-
tinue to receive the grant money. This 
Olympic Revitalization Scholarship 
grant program will reinforce the al-
ready existing Bart Stupak Olympic 
Scholarship Program, also in the High-
er Education Act, which provides fi-
nancial assistance to athletes who are 
actually in training for the Olympic 
Games. 

The bill also seeks to ensure that, as 
they decide where they will attend col-
lege, prospective student-athletes will 
be able accurately to gauge the rel-
ative health of the sports programs at 
different schools they may be consid-
ering. Present law requires that all 4- 
year colleges and universities with ath-
letic programs report to the Depart-
ment of Education the number of par-
ticipants and coaches in all sports, as 
well as further information regarding 
funding for their teams. This data, par-
ticularly when examined over time, 
gives an excellent picture of the health 
of the sport at that college. It also pro-
vides insight into the continued vital-
ity of the program during the period 
that the prospective student-athlete 
would hope to participate in the sport. 
The problem is that, while the Depart-
ment of Education has collected this 
required data, it is not readily avail-
able to the general public. The Olympic 
Sports Revitalization Act would au-
thorize funds and require that the data 
over a several year period be posted on 
the Internet in a usable format so that 
the student-athletes and those involved 
in their college decision can have easy 
access to that information. 

Finally, one of the most troubling 
findings in the GAO report is that stu-
dent-athletes are, quite often, given no 
forewarning that their sport is being 
discontinued by the athletic program. 

They also have no mechanism by which 
to appeal that decision. Generally, 
such decisions by athletic programs go 
into effect immediately. In addition to 
defying fairness, this reality means 
that student-athletes often have their 
college athletic careers disrupted in a 
manner that makes it difficult to stay 
on track for post-college amateur com-
petition. The data in the GAO report 
indicates that the stories I have heard 
about the termination of wrestling pro-
grams in my home State of Minnesota 
and around the country are part of a 
pattern in other similarly situated 
sports. Therefore, the fourth section of 
the bill requires that colleges and uni-
versities provide written justification 
for a decision to discontinue a sport to 
team members. It also requires that a 
process for appealing the team’s termi-
nation be established. 

We have a responsibility to field ‘‘the 
most competent representation’’ pos-
sible in the Olympic games. Just as im-
portant, we should do all we can to pro-
mote the continued vitality of a set of 
sports that have proud traditions I our 
country and that have provided health 
and character-development benefits for 
thousands of participants through the 
years. To quote Pat Zilverberg, a con-
stant guardian of the sport of wrestling 
in my home state, from his letter sup-
porting this legislation: ‘‘The opportu-
nities to develop athletes and, subse-
quently, good citizens, are at risk.’’ 
This legislation would play a key role 
in revitalizing these sports and I 
strongly encourage its adoption. 

By Mr. CORZINE (for himself and 
Mr. TORRICELLI): 

S. 1086. A bill to amend the Outer 
Continental Shelf Lands Act to perma-
nently prohibit the conduct of offshore 
drilling on the outer Continental Shelf 
in the Mid-Atlantic and North Atlantic 
planning areas; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, today, 
along with Senator TORRICELLI, I am 
introducing legislation, the Clean 
Ocean and Safe Tourism, COAST, Anti- 
Drilling Act, to ban oil and gas drilling 
off the Mid-Atlantic and Northern At-
lantic coast. 

The people of New Jersey, and other 
residents of States along the Atlantic 
Coast, do not want oil or gas rigs any-
where near their treasured beaches and 
fishing grounds. Such drilling poses se-
rious threats not to our environment, 
but to our economy, which depends 
heavily on tourism along our shore. 

Until recently, there was no reason 
to suspect that drilling was even a re-
mote possibility. Since 1982, a statu-
tory moratorium on leasing activities 
in most Outer Continental Shelf, OCS, 
areas has been included annually in In-
terior Appropriations acts. In addition, 
President George H.W. Bush declared a 
leasing moratorium on many OCS 
areas on June 26, 1990 under section 12 
of the OCS Lands Act. On June 12, 1998, 

President Clinton used the same au-
thority to issue a memorandum to the 
Secretary of the Interior that extended 
the moratorium through 2012 and in-
cluded additional OCS areas. 

Given the long-standing consensus 
against drilling in these areas, I was 
deeply disturbed to discover that on 
May 31, 2001, the Minerals Management 
Service released a request for pro-
posals, RFP, to conduct a study of the 
environmental impacts of drilling in 
the Mid- and North-Atlantic. The RFP 
noted that ‘‘there are areas with some 
reservoir potential, for example off the 
coast of New Jersey.’’ In addition, the 
RFP explained that the study would be 
conducted ‘‘in anticipation of man-
aging the exploitation of potential and 
proven reserves.’’ 

I believe that the RFP was not only 
inappropriate, but probably illegal, and 
I was pleased when it was rescinded 
yesterday. However, I remain con-
cerned about the Administration’s pol-
icy with respect to offshore drilling. 
Although some Administration offi-
cials have indicated that they support 
the existing moratoria on offshore 
drilling, the President’s energy plan 
and this recent proposed study call the 
Administration’s position into ques-
tion. I have asked the President to 
clarify his position on this issue, and I 
hope that he will use his authority to 
endorse the existing moratoria. 

In my view, however, it is time for 
Congress to act to resolve this question 
once and for all. That is why I am in-
troducing the COAST Anti-Drilling 
Act. This bill would permanently ban 
drilling for oil, gas and other minerals 
in the Mid- and North-Atlantic. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to enact this important leg-
islation. Doing so would ensure that 
the people of New Jersey and neigh-
boring States that they need not fear 
the specter of oil rigs off their beaches. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S. 1086 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Clean Ocean 
and Safe Tourism Anti-Drilling Act’’ or the 
‘‘COAST Anti-Drilling Act’’. 
SEC. 2. PROHIBITION OF OIL AND GAS LEASING 

IN CERTAIN AREAS OF THE OUTER 
CONTINENTAL SHELF. 

Section 8 of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1337) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(p) PROHIBITION OF OIL AND GAS LEASING 
IN CERTAIN AREAS OF THE OUTER CONTI-
NENTAL SHELF.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this section or any other law, 
the Secretary of the Interior shall not issue 
a lease for the exploration, development, or 
production of oil, natural gas, or any other 
mineral in— 

‘‘(1) the Mid-Atlantic planning area; or 
‘‘(2) the North Atlantic planning area.’’. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:41 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00087 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES6620 June 21, 2001 
STATEMENTS ON SUBMITTED 

RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 52—EXPRESSING THE 
SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT RE-
DUCING CRIME IN PUBLIC HOUS-
ING SHOULD BE A PRIORITY, 
AND THAT THE SUCCESSFUL 
PUBLIC HOUSING DRUG ELIMI-
NATION PROGRAM SHOULD BE 
FULLY FUNDED 
Mr. CORZINE (for himself, Mr. SAR-

BANES, Mr. REED, Mr. CARPER, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. DODD, 
Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. BAYH, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Ms. COLLINS, Mrs. CLINTON, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. CLELAND, Ms. CANTWELL, 
Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, and Mr. KERRY) submitted 
the following concurrent resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs: 

S. CON. RES. 52 

Whereas while various public housing de-
velopments suffer from serious crime prob-
lems, many have made significant progress 
in reducing crime through initiatives funded 
by the Public Housing Drug Elimination 
Program (PHDEP); 

Whereas PHDEP was first established in 
1988 under former President George Bush and 
the former Secretary of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, Jack 
Kemp, and has enjoyed strong bipartisan 
support since its inception; 

Whereas PHDEP funds a wide variety of 
anticrime initiatives, that include— 

(1) the employment of security personnel 
and investigators; 

(2) the reimbursement of local law enforce-
ment agencies for additional security; 

(3) drug education and prevention, inter-
vention, and treatment programs; 

(4) voluntary resident patrols; and 
(5) physical improvements designed to en-

hance security, including fences and cam-
eras; 

Whereas PHDEP has successfully enabled 
housing authorities to work cooperatively 
with residents, local officials, police depart-
ments, community groups, Boys and Girls 
Clubs, drug counseling centers, and other 
community-based organizations to develop 
locally-supported anticrime initiatives; 

Whereas the Internet web site of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
has stated that the program’s ‘‘success is 
rooted in the fact that the people respond 
better and become more involved in some-
thing they have helped to build’’; 

Whereas in addition to providing direct 
funding for anticrime initiatives, PHDEP 
has helped housing authorities leverage 
funding from other sources that might other-
wise be unavailable, such as funding from 
local banks, Rotary and Kiwanis Clubs, and 
private foundations; 

Whereas a portion of funding allocated to 
the PHDEP is also used to reduce crime in 
privately-owned, publicly assisted housing, 
and assisted housing on Indian reservations, 
which also can suffer from serious crime 
problems; 

Whereas the Internet web site of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
has pointed out that ‘‘in several of the Na-
tion’s largest public housing authorities— 
largest in terms of unit size—the rate of 
crime has fallen since the mid-1990’s, even 
though the crime rate in the respective sur-
rounding communities increased. And we 

know that crime levels in many housing au-
thorities are dropping, in both absolute and 
percentage terms. These are merely the suc-
cesses that we can measure. There are many 
more that are simply immeasurable.’’; 

Whereas Congress has recognized the suc-
cess of the PHDEP by increasing program 
funding from $8,200,000 in fiscal year 1989 to 
$310,000,000 in fiscal year 2001; 

Whereas evicting residents who engage in 
unlawful activity can help reduce crime, but 
much of the crime in public housing is per-
petrated by nonresidents, and evictions must 
be supplemented by the more comprehensive 
anticrime approach supported by the 
PHDEP; 

Whereas public housing authorities could 
use operating subsidies to fund some 
anticrime initiatives under applicable law, 
but those subsidies are based on a formula 
that does not account for PHDEP eligible ac-
tivities and are inadequate to fund most of 
the anticrime initiatives supported by the 
program, and PHDEP has the added advan-
tage of requiring public housing authorities 
to develop and implement anticrime plans 
with the support and participation of resi-
dents and local communities, which has 
proved critical in ensuring the effectiveness 
of such plans; 

Whereas while, as with any program of its 
size, there have been reports of isolated prob-
lems, PHDEP generally has been well run 
and free of the widespread abuses that have 
plagued other housing programs in the past, 
in part because of the broad participation of 
residents and local communities, and be-
cause the program has required housing au-
thorities to provide comprehensive plans be-
fore receiving funds, and complete reports on 
their progress; 

Whereas during the process leading to his 
confirmation, the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development, 
Mel Martinez, stated in a written response to 
a question posed by Senator Jon S. Corzine 
that, ‘‘HUD’s Public Housing Drug Elimi-
nation Program, PHDEP, supports a wide va-
riety of efforts by public and Indian housing 
authorities to reduce or eliminate drug-re-
lated crime in public housing developments. 
Based on this core purpose, I certainly sup-
port the program.’’; 

Whereas PHDEP is critical not only to mil-
lions of public and assisted housing resi-
dents, most of whom are hard working, law 
abiding citizens, but also to surrounding 
communities, residents of which also suffer 
if neighboring housing developments are 
plagued with high rates of crime; and 

Whereas continued funding of PHDEP 
would demonstrate that the Nation is seri-
ous about maintaining its commitment to 
reducing the problem of crime in public 
housing: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that— 

(1) reducing crime in public housing should 
be a priority; and 

(2) the successful Public Housing Drug 
Elimination Program should be fully funded. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 53—ENCOURAGING THE DE-
VELOPMENT OF STRATEGIES TO 
REDUCE HUNGER AND POVERTY, 
AND TO PROMOTE FREE MAR-
KET ECONOMIES AND DEMO-
CRATIC INSTITUTIONS, IN SUB- 
SAHARAN AFRICA 

Mr. HAGEL (for himself, Mr. LEAHY, 
and Mr. LEVIN) submitted the following 
concurrent resolution; which was re-

ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations: 

S. CON. RES. 53 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This concurrent resolution may be cited as 
the ‘‘Hunger to Harvest: Decade of Support 
for Sub-Saharan Africa Resolution’’. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) Despite some progress in recent years, 

sub-Saharan Africa enters the new millen-
nium with many of the world’s poorest coun-
tries and is the one region of the world where 
hunger is both pervasive and increasing. 

(2) Thirty-three of the world’s 41 poorest 
debtor countries are in sub-Saharan Africa 
and an estimated 291,000,000 people, nearly 
one-half of sub-Saharan Africa’s total popu-
lation, currently live in extreme poverty on 
less than $1 a day. 

(3) One in three people in sub-Saharan Afri-
ca is chronically undernourished, double the 
number of three decades ago. One child out 
of seven dies before the age of five, and one- 
half of these deaths are due to malnutrition. 

(4) Sub-Saharan Africa is the region in the 
world most affected by infectious disease, ac-
counting for one-half of the deaths world-
wide from HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, malaria, 
cholera, and several other diseases. 

(5) Sub-Saharan Africa is home to 70 per-
cent of adults, and 80 percent of children, liv-
ing with the HIV virus, and 75 percent of the 
people worldwide who have died of AIDS 
lived in Africa. 

(6) The HIV/AIDS pandemic has erased 
many of the development gains of the past 
generation in sub-Saharan Africa and now 
threatens to undermine economic and social 
progress for the next generation, with life 
expectancy in parts of sub-Saharan Africa 
having already decreased by 10–20 years as a 
result of AIDS. 

(7) Despite these immense challenges, the 
number of sub-Saharan African countries 
that are moving toward open economies and 
more accountable governments has in-
creased, and these countries are beginning to 
achieve local solutions to their common 
problems. 

(8) To make lasting improvements in the 
lives of their people, sub-Saharan Africa gov-
ernments need support as they act to solve 
conflicts, make critical investments in 
human capacity and infrastructure, combat 
corruption, reform their economies, stimu-
late trade and equitable economic growth, 
and build democracy. 

(9) Despite sub-Saharan Africa’s enormous 
development challenges, United States com-
panies hold approximately $12,800,000,000 in 
investments in sub-Saharan Africa, greater 
than United States investments in either the 
Middle East or Eastern Europe, and total 
United States trade with sub-Saharan Africa 
currently exceeds that with all of the inde-
pendent states of the former Soviet Union, 
including the Russian Federation. This eco-
nomic relationship could be put at risk un-
less additional public and private resources 
are provided to combat poverty and promote 
equitable economic growth in sub-Saharan 
Africa. 

(10) Bread for the World Institute cal-
culates that the goal of reducing world hun-
ger by one-half by 2015 is achievable through 
an increase of $4,000,000,000 in annual funding 
from all donors for poverty-focused develop-
ment. If the United States were to shoulder 
one-fourth of this aid burden—approximately 
$1,000,000,000 a year—the cost to each United 
States citizen would be one penny per day. 
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(11) Failure to effectively address sub-Sa-

haran Africa’s development needs could re-
sult in greater conflict and increased pov-
erty, heightening the prospect of humani-
tarian intervention and potentially threat-
ening a wide range of United States interests 
in sub-Saharan Africa. 
SEC. 3. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) the years 2002 through 2012 should be de-

clared ‘‘A Decade of Support for Sub-Saha-
ran Africa’’; 

(2) not later than 90 days after the date of 
adoption of this concurrent resolution, the 
President should submit a report to Congress 
setting forth a five-year strategy, and a ten- 
year strategy, to achieve a reversal of cur-
rent levels of hunger and poverty in sub-Sa-
haran Africa, including a commitment to 
contribute an appropriate United States 
share of increased bilateral and multilateral 
poverty-focused resources for sub-Saharan 
Africa, with an emphasis on— 

(A) health, including efforts to prevent, 
treat, and control HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, 
malaria, and other diseases that contribute 
to malnutrition and hunger, and to promote 
maternal health and child survival; 

(B) education, with an emphasis on equal 
access to learning for girls and women; 

(C) agriculture, including strengthening 
subsistence agriculture as well as the ability 
to compete in global agricultural markets, 
and investment in infrastructure and rural 
development; 

(D) private sector and free market develop-
ment, to bring sub-Saharan Africa into the 
global ecomony, enable people to purchase 
food, and make health and education invest-
ments sustainable; 

(E) democratic institutions and the rule of 
law, including strengthening civil society 
and independent judiciaries; 

(F) micro-finance development; and 
(G) debt relief that provides incentives for 

sub-Saharan African countries to invest in 
poverty-focused development, and to expand 
democratic participation, free markets, 
trade, and investment; 

(3) the President should work with the 
heads of other donor countries and sub-Saha-
ran African countries, and with United 
States and sub-Saharan African private and 
voluntary organizations and other civic or-
ganizations, including faith-based organiza-
tions, to implement the strategies described 
in paragraph (2); 

(4) Congress should undertake a multi-year 
commitment to provide the resources to im-
plement those strategies; and 

(5) 120 days after the date of adoption of 
this concurrent resolution, and every year 
thereafter, the Administrator of the United 
States Agency for International Develop-
ment, in consultation with the heads of 
other appropriate Federal departments and 
agencies, should submit to Congress a report 
on the implementation of those strategies, 
including the action taken under paragraph 
(3), describing— 

(A) the results of the implementation of 
those strategies as of the date of the report, 
including the progress made and any set-
backs suffered; 

(B) impediments to, and opportunities for, 
future progress; 

(C) proposed changes to those strategies, if 
any; and 

(D) the role and extent of cooperation of 
the governments of sub-Saharan countries 
and other donors, both public and private, in 
combating poverty and promoting equitable 
economic development. 

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, today I 
am submitting a resolution that ex-
presses the sense of the Senate that the 
United States should commit itself to 

fighting hunger and poverty in sub-Sa-
haran Africa, and should demonstrate 
this commitment through increased fi-
nancial assistance until the continent’s 
current hunger trends are reversed. 

Hunger, poverty and disease are 
widespread in sub-Saharan Africa. Ap-
proximately 291 million individuals in 
the region, nearly half of the total pop-
ulation, live on less than $1 a day. 
Thirty-three of the world’s 41 heavily 
indebted poor countries, HIPCs, are in 
sub-Saharan Africa. The United States 
and other developed countries can help. 
We must invest in poverty-focused de-
velopment, directed towards invest-
ments that have proven to be effective 
in reducing hunger, in the areas of ag-
riculture, health, education, micro-fi-
nance, and debt relief. We must support 
sub-Saharan African countries as they 
are becoming more democratic and are 
shaping locally based solutions to hun-
ger and poverty with the participation 
of civil society and nongovernmental 
organizations. 

The urgency and tragedy of the AIDS 
pandemic has drawn important atten-
tion to the continent of sub-Saharan 
Africa. As we address the HIV/AIDS 
pandemic, we must also address hun-
ger. Hunger and health are closely 
linked: poor people cannot feed them-
selves adequately, and the resulting 
malnourishment weakens their bodies’ 
defense against AIDS and other infec-
tious diseases. Poor communities can-
not build clinics for AIDS-related edu-
cation, diagnosis, or treatment, and 
even if clinics exist, poor and hungry 
people cannot afford fees for care or 
medicine. To address HIV/AIDS in sub- 
Saharan Africa, we must also address 
the context that promotes this 
pandemic’s spread. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my friend from Ne-
braska, Senator HAGEL, in submitting 
this resolution, entitled ‘‘Hunger to 
Harvest: A Decade of Support for sub- 
Saharan Africa.’’ The Resolution 
speaks for itself, but I want to make a 
couple of brief points. 

Sub-Saharan Africa today is a region 
suffering from immense problems, and 
none more catastrophic than AIDS. 
Over 25 million people are infected 
with the AIDS virus, and almost 4 mil-
lion more people are infected each 
year. The disease is destroying whole 
societies in a region that was already 
the poorest in the world. 

Another million people, mostly in 
sub-Saharan Africa and mostly chil-
dren, die from malaria each year. Many 
of these deaths could be prevented with 
mosquito bed nets that cost a few dol-
lars a piece. 

An estimated 2 million people have 
died from hunger and disease in the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo dur-
ing the civil war there, and hardly any-
one noticed. There is similar suffering 
in southern Sudan. 

Hunger and poverty are endemic in 
sub-Saharan Africa, as are violence and 
corruption. It is beyond tragic that a 
region with such great potential has 

been so devastated by corrupt leaders 
who have robbed their countries’ 
wealth, and fought wars for no other 
reason than to amass riches and power, 
wars that have spanned decades and 
wreaked havoc on their own people. 

Yet despite this terrible legacy there 
are signs of hope. Some countries have 
emerged from chaos and are beginning 
to recover. Nigeria is an example. Na-
mibia is another. Still others, like the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo, are 
showing tentative but encouraging 
signs. It is also noteworthy that Amer-
ican companies are increasingly invest-
ing in sub-Saharan Africa, investments 
which today total some $12.8 billion. 

These are positive changes that de-
serve our support, but United States 
assistance to sub-Saharan Africa is a 
mere $2 per person per year. We cannot 
solve Africa’s problems, but Bread for 
the World Institute calculates that 
great progress could be made in reduc-
ing hunger and poverty in Africa with 
relatively modest increases in inter-
national assistance. 

This Resolution seeks to focus atten-
tion on the urgent needs in sub-Saha-
ran Africa. But it goes further, by re-
questing the Administration to develop 
five and ten year strategies for helping 
to address those needs, in health, edu-
cation and agriculture, and for pro-
moting free market economies, trade 
and investment, democracy and the 
rule of law. With clear strategies, spe-
cific goals, the resources to implement 
them, and benchmarks for measuring 
results, we can make a difference. We 
also request the Administration to re-
port on progress in implementing these 
strategies. 

It is my hope that this resolution 
will lead to a new U.S. approach to-
ward sub-Saharan Africa. As the 
world’s richest, most powerful Nation I 
believe we can and should do far more 
to assist the world’s poor. But the lead-
ers of the sub-Saharan countries also 
have a responsibility to support poli-
cies that benefit and provide incentives 
to their people. Those who do, deserve 
our support. 

Finally, I want to thank Bread for 
the World for its help on the Resolu-
tion, and for its life-saving work in 
sub-Saharan Africa and around the 
world. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 807. Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr. 
BOND, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. NICKLES, 
Mr. BURNS, and Mr. SMITH, of New Hamp-
shire) proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
1052, to amend the Public Health Service Act 
and the Employee Retirement Income Secu-
rity Act of 1974 to protect consumers in man-
aged care plans and other health coverage. 

SA 808. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1052, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 809. Mr. McCAIN proposed an amend-
ment to the bill S. 1052, supra. 
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TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 807. Mr. HUTCHINSON (for him-
self, Mr. BOND, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. 
ALLEN, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. BURNS, and 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 1052, to 
amend the Public Health Service Act 
and the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 to protect con-
sumers in managed care plans and 
other health coverage; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. . DEDUCTION FOR 100 PERCENT OF 

HEALTH INSURANCE COSTS OF 
SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
162(l) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—In the case 
of an individual who is an employee within 
the meaning of section 401(c)(1), there shall 
be allowed as a deduction under this section 
an amount equal to 100 percent of the 
amount paid during the taxable year for in-
surance which constitutes medical care for 
the taxpayer and the taxpayer’s spouse and 
dependents.’’. 

(b) CLARIFICATION OF LIMITATIONS ON OTHER 
COVERAGE.—The first sentence of section 
162(l)(2)(B) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended to read as follows: ‘‘Para-
graph (1) shall not apply to any taxpayer for 
any calendar month for which the taxpayer 
participates in any subsidized health plan 
maintained by any employer (other than an 
employer described in section 401(c)(4)) of the 
taxpayer or the spouse of the taxpayer.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2001. 

SA 808. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1052, to amend the 
Public Health Service Act and the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974 to protect consumers in 
managed care plans and other health 
coverage; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 97, between lines 13 and 14, add the 
following: 
SEC. . PROMOTING GOOD MEDICAL PRACTICE. 

(a) PROHIBITING ARBITRARY LIMITATIONS OR 
CONDITIONS FOR THE PROVISION OF SERV-
ICES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—A group health plan, or a 
health insurance issuer that is providing 
health insurance coverage, may not arbi-
trarily interfere with or alter the decision of 
the treating physician regarding the manner 
or setting in which particular services are 
delivered if the services are medically nec-
essary or appropriate for treatment or diag-
nosis to the extent that such treatment or 
diagnosis is otherwise a covered benefit. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
be construed as prohibiting a plan or issuer 
from limiting the delivery of services to one 
or more health care providers within a net-
work of such providers. 

(3) MANNER OR SETTING DEFINED.—In para-
graph (1), the term ‘‘manner or setting’’ 
means the location of treatment, such as 
whether treatment is provided on an inpa-
tient or outpatient basis, and the duration of 
treatment, such as the number of days in a 
hospital. Such term does not include the cov-
erage of a particular service or treatment. 

(b) NO CHANGE IN COVERAGE.—Subsection 
(a) shall not be construed as requiring cov-
erage of particular services the coverage of 
which is otherwise not covered under the 
terms of the plan or coverage or from con-

ducting utilization review activities con-
sistent with this subsection. 

(c) MEDICAL NECESSITY OR APPROPRIATE-
NESS DEFINED.—In subsection (a), the term 
‘‘medically necessary or appropriate’’ means, 
with respect to a service or benefit, a service 
or benefit which is consistent with generally 
accepted principles of professional medical 
practice. 

(d) APPLICATION OF SECTION.—This section 
shall supersede any other provision of this 
title that conflicts with a provision of this 
section. 

(e) REVIEW.—Failure to meet the require-
ments of this section shall constitute an ap-
pealable decision under subtitle A and a 
cause of action relating to such shall be 
deemed to arise by reason of a medically re-
viewable decision for purposes of section 
514(d) of the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 (as added by section 
302(b)). 

SA 809. Mr. MCCAIN proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1052, to 
amend the Public Health Service Act 
and the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 to protect con-
sumers in managed care plans and 
other health coverage; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF SENATE WITH RESPECT TO 

PARTICIPATION IN CLINICAL TRIALS 
AND ACCESS TO SPECIALTY CARE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Breast cancer is the most common form 
of cancer among women, excluding skin can-
cers. 

(2) During 2001, 182,800 new cases of female 
invasive breast cancer will be diagnosed, and 
40,800 women will die from the disease. 

(3) In addition, 1,400 male breast cancer 
cases are projected to be diagnosed, and 400 
men will die from the disease. 

(4) Breast cancer is the second leading 
cause of cancer death among all women and 
the leading cause of cancer death among 
women between ages 40 and 55. 

(5) This year 8,600 children are expected to 
be diagnosed with cancer. 

(6) 1,500 children are expected to die from 
cancer this year. 

(7) There are approximately 333,000 people 
diagnosed with multiple sclerosis in the 
United States and 200 more cases are diag-
nosed each week. 

(8) Parkinson’s disease is a progressive dis-
order of the central nervous system affecting 
1,000,000 in the United States. 

(9) An estimated 198,100 men will be diag-
nosed with prostate cancer this year. 

(10) 31,500 men will die from prostate can-
cer this year. It is the second leading cause 
of cancer in men. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) men and women battling life-threat-
ening, deadly diseases, including advanced 
breast or ovarian cancer, should have the op-
portunity to participate in a Federally ap-
proved or funded clinical trial recommended 
by their physician; 

(2) an individual should have the oppor-
tunity to participate in a Federally approved 
or funded clinical trial recommended by 
their physician if— 

(A) that individual— 
(i) has a life-threatening or serious illness 

for which no standard treatment is effective; 
(ii) is eligible to participate in a Federally 

approved or funded clinical trial according 
to the trial protocol with respect to treat-
ment of the illness; 

(B) that individual’s participation in the 
trial offers meaningful potential for signifi-
cant clinical benefit for the individual; and 

(C) either— 
(i) the referring physician is a partici-

pating health care professional and has con-
cluded that the individual’s participation in 
the trial would be appropriate, based upon 
the individual meeting the conditions de-
scribed in subparagraph (A); or 

(ii) the participant, beneficiary, or enrollee 
provides medical and scientific information 
establishing that the individual’s participa-
tion in the trial would be appropriate, based 
upon the individual meeting the conditions 
described in subparagraph (A); 

(3) a child with a life-threatening illness, 
including cancer, should be allowed to par-
ticipate in a Federally approved or funded 
clinical trial if that participation meets the 
requirement of paragraph 2; 

(4) a child with a rare cancer should be al-
lowed to go to a cancer center capable of pro-
viding high quality care for that disease; and 

(5) a health maintenance organization’s de-
cision that an in-network physician without 
the necessary expertise can provide care for 
a seriously ill patient, including a woman 
battling cancer, should be appealable to an 
independent, impartial body, and that this 
same right should be available to all Ameri-
cans in need of access to high quality spe-
cialty care. 

f 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry will meet on June 28, 2001, in SD– 
106 at 9 a.m. The purpose of this hear-
ing will be to discuss the next Federal 
farm bill. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources has scheduled a 
hearing to receive testimony on pro-
posed amendments to the Price-Ander-
son Act (Subtitle A of Title IV of S. 
388; Subtitle A of Title I of S. 472; Title 
IX of S. 597) and nuclear energy produc-
tion and efficiency incentives (Subtitle 
C of Title IV of S. 388; and Section 124 
of S. 472). 

The hearing will take place on Tues-
day, June 26, at 9:30 a.m. in Room 366 of 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

Those wishing to submit written 
statements on the legislation should 
address them to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources, United 
States Senate, Washington, D.C. 20510. 

For further information, please call 
Sam Fowler at 202/224–7571. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources has scheduled a 
hearing on science and technology 
studies on climate change. 

The hearing will take place on Tues-
day, June 28, at 9:30 a.m. in Room 366 of 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

Those wishing to submit written 
statements on the legislation should 
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address them to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources, United 
States Senate, Washington, D.C. 20510. 

For further information, please call 
Shirley Neff at 202/224–6689 or Jonathan 
Black at 202/224–6722. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I wish to 

announce that the Committee on Rules 
and Administration will meet on 
Wednesday, June 27, at 10:30 a.m., in 
SR–301, Russell Senate Office Building, 
to receive testimony from the U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights regarding 
its latest report on the November 2000 
election and from other witnesses on 
election reform in general. 

For further information regarding 
this hearing, please contact Kennie 
Gill at the Rules Committee on 224– 
6352. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I wish to 

announce that the Committee on Rules 
and Administration will meet on 
Thursday, June 28, at 10 a.m., in SR– 
301, Russell Senate Office Building, to 
receive testimony from Members of the 
House of Representatives on election 
reform. 

For further information regarding 
this hearing, please contact Kennie 
Gill at the Rules Committee on 224– 
6352. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, June 21, 2001, at 9 a.m., in 
open session to receive testimony on 
the defense strategy review. 

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

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs be authorized to meet during the 
session of the Senate on June 21, 2001, 
to conduct a hearing on the nomina-
tion of Ms. Angela M. Antonelli, of Vir-
ginia, to be Chief Financial Officer of 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development; Ms. Jennifer Dorn, of Ne-
braska, to be Federal Transit Adminis-
trator; and Mr. Ronald A. Rosenfeld, of 
Maryland, to be President of the Gov-
ernment National Mortgage Associa-
tion. 

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

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
on Commerce, Science,and Transpor-
tation be authorized to meet on Thurs-
day, June 21, 2001, at 10:00 a.m. on 
International Trade. 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be authorized meet during the 
session of the Senate on Thursday, 
June 21 at 9:00 a.m. to conduct an over-
sight hearing. The committee will re-
ceive testimony to consider national 
energy policy with respect to fuel spec-
ifications and infrastructure con-
straints and their impacts on energy 
supply and price, (Part II). 

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the committee 
on Finance be authorized to meet dur-
ing the Session of the Senate on Thurs-
day, June 21, 2001, to hear testimony 
regarding the nominations of William 
Henry Lash, III, to be Assistant Sec-
retary, Department of Commerce; 
Allen Frederick Johnson, to be Chief 
Agricultural Negotiator, Office of the 
United States Trade Representative, 
Executive Office of the President; 
Brian Carlton Roseboro, to be Assist-
ant, Department of the Treasury; 
Kevin Keane, to be Assistant Sec-
retary, Department of Health and 
Human Services; Wade F. Horn, to be 
Assistant Secretary, Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, June 2,1 2001, to hear tes-
timony regarding Trade Promotion Au-
thority. 

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

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the committee 
on Governmental Affairs be authorized 
to meet on Thursday, June 21, 2001 at 
2:30 p.m. for a hearing to consider the 
nominations of Kay C. James to be Di-
rector of the Office of Personnel Man-
agement and Othoniel Armendariz to 
be a Member of the Federal Labor Re-
lations Authority. 

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

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the committee 
on Indian Affairs be authorized to meet 
on June 21, 2001, at 10:00 a.m. in room 
485 Russell Senate Building to conduct 
a hearing to receive testimony on the 
goals and priorities of the member 
tribes of the Midwest Alliance of Sov-
ereign Tribes for the 107th session of 
the Congress. 

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

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the committee 

on Small Business be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
for a hearing entitled ‘‘S. 856, Small 
Business Technology Transfer Program 
Reauthorization Act of 2001’’ on Thurs-
day, June 21, 2001, beginning at 10:00 
a.m. in room 428A of the Russell Senate 
Office Building. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EUROPEAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on European Affairs be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, June 21, 2001 
at 9:30 a.m. to hold a nomination hear-
ing as follows: 

Nominees: 
Mr. William S. Farish, of Texas, to be 

Ambassador to the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 

Mr. Howard H. Leach, of California, 
to be Ambassador to France. 

The Honorable Alexander Vershbow, 
of the District of Columbia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Career Minister, to be Ambas-
sador to the Russian Federation. 

Additional nominee: 
Mr. Anthony Horace Gioia, of New 

York, to be Ambassador to the Repub-
lic of Malta. 

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

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Dan Munoz, 
Mahdu Chugh, Elizabeth Field, Beth 
Cameron, and David Bowen, fellows in 
Senator KENNEDY’s office, be granted 
the privilege of the floor for the dura-
tion of the debate on the Bipartisan 
Patient Protection Act. 

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Dorothy Walsh of 
Senator BILL NELSON’s staff be granted 
the privilege of the floor during consid-
eration of the bill now before the Sen-
ate. 

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Christie Onoda, a 
Health fellow, and Geoff Moore, an in-
tern in Senator DODD’s office, be grant-
ed floor privileges for the duration of 
the debate of the Bipartisan Patients’ 
Protection Act of 2001. 

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the privilege 
of the floor be given to Kelly O’Brien 
Yehl, a detailee on my staff, for the 
pendency of the debate on S. 1052, the 
Bipartisan Patient Protection Act. 

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

f 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, JUNE 22, 2001 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate 
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completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 9:30 a.m. on Fri-
day, June 22. I further ask unanimous 
consent that on Friday, immediately 
following the prayer and the pledge, 
the Journal of proceedings be approved 
to date, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day, 
and the Senate resume consideration of 
S. 1052, the Patients’ Bill of Rights. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senate 
will convene at 9:30 a.m. tomorrow. 
There will be 1 hour of closing debate 
on the McCain clinical trials amend-
ment prior to 10:30, when there will be 
a vote on or in relation to that amend-
ment. As we have said before, we are 
going to conclude this important legis-
lation prior to the Fourth of July re-
cess. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LIE-
BERMAN). Under the previous order, the 
Senate stands in adjournment until 
9:30 a.m. tomorrow. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 7:47 p.m., 
adjourned until tomorrow, June 22, 
2001, at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate June 21, 2001: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

HILDA GAY LEGG, OF KENTUCKY, TO BE ADMINIS-
TRATOR, RURAL UTILITIES SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE, VICE CHRISTOPHER A. MCLEAN, RE-
SIGNED. 

MARK EDWARD REY, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
TO BE UNDER SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE FOR NAT-
URAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT, VICE JAMES R. 
LYONS. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

MICHAEL MINORU FAWN LIU, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE AN 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DE-
VELOPMENT, VICE HAROLD LUCAS, RESIGNED. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

JON M. HUNTSMAN, JR., OF UTAH, TO BE A DEPUTY 
UNITED STATES TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, WITH THE 
RANK OF AMBASSADOR, VICE SUSAN G. ESSERMAN, RE-
SIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

ROBERT PASTERNACK, OF NEW MEXICO, TO BE ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHA-
BILITATIVE SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
VICE JUDITH HEUMANN, RESIGNED. 

JOANNE M. WILSON, OF LOUISIANA, TO BE COMMIS-
SIONER OF THE REHABILITATION SERVICES ADMINIS-
TRATION, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, VICE FREDERIC 
K. SCHROEDER, RESIGNED. 

THE JUDICIARY 

HARRIS L. HARTZ, OF NEW MEXICO, TO BE UNITED 
STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE TENTH CIRCUIT, VICE 
BOBBY RAY BALDOCK, RETIRED. 

MARY ELLEN COSTER WILLIAMS, OF MARYLAND, TO BE 
A JUDGE OF THE UNITED STATES COURT OF FEDERAL 
CLAIMS FOR A TERM OF FIFTEEN YEARS, VICE SARAH L. 
WILSON. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
IN THE MEDICAL CORPS (MC) AND DENTAL CORPS (DE) 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C. SECTIONS 624 AND 3064: 

To be major 

HADASSAH E AARONSON, 0000 MC 

JACOB W AARONSON, 0000 MC 
DONALD W ALGEO, 0000 MC 
JOHN A ALLEN, 0000 MC 
MARY S ALVARADO, 0000 MC 
NANNETTE ALVARADO, 0000 MC 
FELIX ANDARSIO, 0000 MC 
WILLIAM P ARCHER JR., 0000 MC 
CLETUS A ARCIERO, 0000 MC 
RACHEL L BAILEY, 0000 MC 
TIKI BAKHSHI, 0000 MC 
JEANNIE A BAQUERO, 0000 MC 
DANIEL R BARNES, 0000 MC 
MARY J BARNES, 0000 MC 
SUE E BAUM, 0000 MC 
ALEC C BEEKLEY, 0000 MC 
HENRY H BELL JR., 0000 MC 
MICHAEL J BENSON, 0000 MC 
GREGORY M BERNSTEIN, 0000 MC 
JAMES D BISE, 0000 MC 
PAUL A BLACKWOOD, 0000 MC 
JOHN A BOJESCUL, 0000 MC 
QUILES M BONET I, 0000 MC 
THOMAS P BOYER, 0000 MC 
JAMES B BRANCH, 0000 MC 
MIGUEL A BRIZUELA, 0000 MC 
SCOTT R BROADWELL, 0000 MC 
MARK C BROWN, 0000 MC 
MICHAEL L BRYANT, 0000 MC 
PETER J BUCKLEY, 0000 MC 
CHARLES R BURK, 0000 MC 
JENNIFER A BURMAN, 0000 MC 
CLAUDE A BURNETTE, 0000 MC 
GRANT M BUSSEY, 0000 MC 
RAJ C BUTANI, 0000 MC 
BENJAMIN B CABLE, 0000 MC 
JEFFREY S CAIN, 0000 MC 
TERRY E CALLISON, 0000 DE 
DAVID P CAPELLI, 0000 MC 
MICHELLE A CARR, 0000 MC 
WARNER W CARR, 0000 MC 
KIMMIE L CASS, 0000 MC 
PAMELA W CASSON, 0000 MC 
RONALD P CERUTI, 0000 MC 
ANNE L CHAMPEAUX, 0000 MC 
AUSTIN H CHHOEU, 0000 MC 
DEEPTI S CHITNIS, 0000 DE 
CHRISTINE M CHOI, 0000 MC 
YONG U CHOI, 0000 MC 
BRYAN L CHRISTENSEN, 0000 MC 
CHARLES L CLARK, 0000 DE 
MICHAEL E CLICK, 0000 MC 
JOHN J COAKLEY, 0000 MC 
MICHAEL I COHEN, 0000 MC 
CHARLES A COLE, 0000 MC 
MARTHA E COLGAN, 0000 MC 
KYLE O COLLE, 0000 MC 
JOHN D COMPLETO, 0000 MC 
BRANDON A CONKLING, 0000 MC 
JIMMY L COOPER, 0000 MC 
MARK J COSSENTINO, 0000 MC 
CORY N COSTELLO, 0000 MC 
DANIEL J COSTIGAN, 0000 MC 
MICHEL A COURTINES, 0000 MC 
EUGENE D COX, 0000 MC 
JEFFREY C CRAIG, 0000 MC 
JEFFREY G CROWELL, 0000 MC 
WILLIAM P CRUM, 0000 MC 
KEVIN J CUCCINELLI, 0000 MC 
KWAN D DANCE, 0000 MC 
VANESSA D DANCE, 0000 MC 
ALAN W DAVIS, 0000 MC 
KELLY L DAWSON, 0000 MC 
MICHAEL DEGAETANO V, 0000 MC 
WILLIAM S DEITCHE, 0000 MC 
NANCY C DEVINE, 0000 MC 
VICTOR A DEWYEA, 0000 MC 
BART M DIAZ, 0000 MC 
RENEE L DODGE, 0000 MC 
CHRISTOPHER B DOEHRING, 0000 MC 
KEVIN M DOUGLAS, 0000 MC 
TIMOTHY J DOWNEY, 0000 MC 
GARY J DROUILLARD, 0000 MC 
TIM D DUFFY, 0000 MC 
PETER M DUNAWAY, 0000 MC 
DANIEL D DUNHAM, 0000 DE 
SHERRI L DUNKELBERGER, 0000 MC 
THOMAS E DYKES, 0000 MC 
JOHN T EANES II, 0000 MC 
RANDY L ECCLES, 0000 MC 
THOMAS G ECCLES III, 0000 MC 
JOHN A EDWARDS, 0000 MC 
KURT D EDWARDS, 0000 MC 
ALEX EKE, 0000 DE 
ERIC E ELGIN, 0000 MC 
CHRISTOPHER J EMERY, 0000 MC 
EDWARD I ENGLE, 0000 MC 
THOMAS P ENYART, 0000 MC 
MARK W FAGAN, 0000 DE 
VIRGINIA M FARROW, 0000 DE 
KEVIN M FEBER, 0000 MC 
MINELA FERNANDEZ, 0000 MC 
CHRISTOPHER A FINCKE, 0000 MC 
KURT B FLECKENSTEIN, 0000 DE 
JOSEPH M FLYNN, 0000 MC 
ANDREW C FORGAY, 0000 MC 
DANIEL W FRANKS, 0000 MC 
JASON A FRIEDMAN, 0000 MC 
GEOFFREY M GABRIEL, 0000 MC 
MANUEL J GALVEZ, 0000 MC 
GEORGE D GARCIA, 0000 MC 
DANIEL G GATES, 0000 MC 
RENATO A GERALDE, 0000 MC 
THOMAS L GILLESPIE, 0000 MC 
CHRISTINA M GIRARD, 0000 MC 
STEPHEN P GIRDLESTONE, 0000 DE 
GEORGE R GOODWIN JR., 0000 MC 
GEOFFREY G GRAMMER, 0000 MC 

MARIA L GRAPILON, 0000 MC 
SHARETTE K GRAY, 0000 MC 
JEFFERY P GREENE, 0000 MC 
TIMOTHY J GREGORY, 0000 MC 
BRIAN C GRIFFITH, 0000 MC 
TIMOTHY F HALEY, 0000 MC 
DANIEL J HALL, 0000 MC 
ABDOOL R HAMID, 0000 MC 
NAOMI R HARMAN, 0000 MC 
NANCY A HARPOLD, 0000 MC 
JAMES D HARROVER III, 0000 MC 
BONNIE H HARTSTEIN, 0000 MC 
MATTHEW J HEPBURN, 0000 MC 
DAVID S HEPPNER, 0000 MC 
JEFFREY M HERMANN, 0000 MC 
SHANNON A HEROUX, 0000 MC 
MICHAEL A HELWIG, 0000 MC 
CHRISTOPHER C HIGHLEY, 0000 MC 
MICHAEL W HILLIARD, 0000 MC 
JEFFREY D HIRSCH, 0000 MC 
MICHAEL C HIRSIG, 0000 MC 
PIO P HOCATE, 0000 MC 
DARRYL S HODSON, 0000 MC 
JEFFREY D HOEFLE, 0000 MC 
DEAN H HOMMER, 0000 MC 
GARRETT N HOOVER, 0000 MC 
DANIEL P HSU, 0000 MC 
MATTHEW E HUGHES, 0000 MC 
HAROLD E HUNT, 0000 MC 
MARC E HUNT, 0000 MC 
MEHTAB HUSAIN, 0000 DE 
ROBERT E JESCHKE, 0000 MC 
DONG L JI, 0000 MC 
KARIN A JOHNSON, 0000 MC 
BONITA L JONES, 0000 MC 
DAVID P JONES, 0000 MC 
THOMAS K JOSEPH, 0000 MC 
BASIM M KAHLEIFEH, 0000 MC 
CHRISTOPHER S KANG, 0000 MC 
KEITH J KAPLAN, 0000 MC 
NINA J KARLIN, 0000 MC 
DAVID E KATZ, 0000 MC 
JEFFREY A KAZAGLIS, 0000 MC 
DAVID M KEADLE, 0000 MC 
RAY D KELLEY, 0000 MC 
WILLIAM F KELLY, 0000 MC 
DAVID J KERSBERGEN, 0000 MC 
TODD S KESSLER, 0000 MC 
AYESHA S KHAN, 0000 DE 
JAMES Y KIM, 0000 MC 
TODD S KIMURA, 0000 DE 
BOOKER T KING, 0000 MC 
KEVIN KIRK, 0000 MC 
ALLAN K KIRKLAND, 0000 MC 
JON F KNICKREHM, 0000 MC 
BERNARD J KOPCHINSKI, 0000 MC 
JOSEPH F KOSINSKI, 0000 MC 
TONYA M KRATOVIL, 0000 MC 
STEVEN W KRAUSE, 0000 MC 
GREGORY T KRIEBEL, 0000 MC 
TIMOTHY A KUHLMAN, 0000 DE 
KEVIN J KULWICKI, 0000 MC 
DOUGLAS D LANCASTER, 0000 DE 
ANDREW L LANDERS, 0000 MC 
KIMBERELYN J LANGLEY, 0000 MC 
CHERYL L LEDFORD, 0000 MC 
WILLIAM LEFKOWITZ, 0000 MC 
ERIC J LESCAULT, 0000 MC 
ROBERT B LIM, 0000 MC 
CHRISTOPHER T LITTELL, 0000 MC 
CRAIG A LOERZEL, 0000 MC 
WILLIAM H LOGAN III, 0000 DE 
JAMIE P LOGGINS, 0000 MC 
VINH D LUU, 0000 MC 
EMMANUEL C MADUAKOR, 0000 MC 
CHRISTOPHER B MAHNKE, 0000 MC 
RICHARD G MALISH, 0000 MC 
WILLIAM T MANGANARO, 0000 DE 
UMESH S MARATHE, 0000 MC 
KENNETH L MARQUARDT, 0000 DE 
CHRISTOPHER R MARTIN, 0000 MC 
CHRISTOPHER J MATHEWS, 0000 MC 
CARLA MAXWELL, 0000 DE 
BRYCE C MAYS, 0000 MC 
JOHN P MAZA, 0000 MC 
JAMES S MCCLELLAN JR., 0000 MC 
GERALD MCFADDEN JR., 0000 DE 
MICHAEL H MCGHEE, 0000 MC 
ROBERT E MCKITTRICK, 0000 MC 
SHEILLA D MCNEAL, 0000 MC 
RENE F MELENDEZ, 0000 MC 
MARSHALL C MENDENHALL, 0000 MC 
DAVID E MENDOZA, 0000 MC 
RANDALL M MEREDITH, 0000 MC 
JERRY A MICHEL, 0000 MC 
CURT A MISKO, 0000 MC 
TIMOTHY W MOON, 0000 MC 
VINCENT P MOORE, 0000 MC 
BROOKS G MORELOCK, 0000 MC 
ZAMORA T MORRIS, 0000 DE 
DAN S MOSELY III, 0000 MC 
ERIC R MUELLER, 0000 MC 
BRIAN P MULHALL, 0000 MC 
CLINTON K MURRAY, 0000 MC 
ANGELA G MYSLIWIEC, 0000 MC 
VINCENT MYSLIWIEC, 0000 MC 
JOHN J NAPIERKOWSKI, 0000 MC 
BRIAN L NESS, 0000 MC 
TERRY D NEVILLE, 0000 MC 
NATALIE Y NEWMAN, 0000 MC 
ROBERT J NEWSOM, 0000 MC 
CHRISTOPHER J NILES, 0000 MC 
ROBERT E NOLAND, 0000 MC 
JOHN J OCONNELL III, 0000 MC 
KATHRYN R ODONNELL, 0000 MC 
FELIX O ODUWA, 0000 MC 
RICHARD W OH, 0000 MC 
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JUAN E PALACIO, 0000 MC 
MARK P PALLIS, 0000 MC 
NICHOLE A PARDO, 0000 MC 
JASON D PARKER, 0000 MC 
STEVE E PARKER, 0000 MC 
GARRETT H PEARD, 0000 MC 
MICHAEL A PELZNER, 0000 MC 
JODI L PETERSON, 0000 MC 
SHEAN E PHELPS, 0000 MC 
BEN K PHILLIPS, 0000 MC 
JUAN S PICO, 0000 MC 
ROBERT C PIOTROWSKI, 0000 MC 
AARON C PITNEY, 0000 MC 
DASH M PORTER, 0000 MC 
MARK B POTTER, 0000 MC 
THOMAS L POULTON, 0000 MC 
MICHELE A PURVIS, 0000 MC 
REAGAN W QUAN, 0000 MC 
KRISTOFER A RADCLIFFE, 0000 MC 
JOHN P REINSCHMIDT, 0000 MC 
JENNIFER B REYNARD, 0000 MC 
LEONARD O RICE, 0000 MC 
STEPHEN K RITTENHOUSE, 0000 MC 
TZVI ROBBINS, 0000 MC 
ACEVEDO F ROBLES, 0000 MC 
SARAH A RODRIGUEZ, 0000 MC 
JONATHAN D ROEBUCK, 0000 MC 
RICHARD ROLLER, 0000 MC 
CHRISTOPHER J SALGADO, 0000 MC 
PAUL C SAMUNDSEN, 0000 MC 
VERONICA SANTEE, 0000 MC 
SAMUAL W SAUER, 0000 MC 
ALAN D SBAR, 0000 MC 
DAVID C SCHLENKER, 0000 DE 
STEPHEN J SCHUERMANN, 0000 MC 
HARRIETT E SEARCY, 0000 MC 

MICHAEL J SEBESTA, 0000 MC 
HYET L SETTLEMOIR, 0000 MC 
AMOL J SHAH, 0000 MC 
KEVIN J SHAW, 0000 MC 
DAWN R SHEPPARD, 0000 MC 
CATHERINE A SHERIDAN, 0000 MC 
ERIC A SHRY, 0000 MC 
DANIEL K SHUMAN, 0000 MC 
DAVID P SIMON, 0000 MC 
NITEN N SINGH, 0000 MC 
CHAD M SISK, 0000 MC 
JAMES F SLAUGHENHAUPT I, 0000 MC 
ERIC L SMITH, 0000 MC 
MARSHALL H SMITH, 0000 MC 
HARLAN L SOUTH, 0000 MC 
CHRISTOPHER R SPENCE, 0000 MC 
DENNIS R SPENCER, 0000 MC 
TRISTANNE SPOTTSWOOD, 0000 DE 
JULIAN T ST, 0000 MC 
TRENT D STERENCHOCK, 0000 MC 
TRACY K STEVENS, 0000 MC 
DEREK J STOCKER, 0000 MC 
KENNETH E STONE, 0000 MC 
RICK L STRICKROOT, 0000 MC 
PHILIP S SUH, 0000 MC 
RYUNG SUH, 0000 MC 
KEITH D SUMEY, 0000 MC 
MARK A SUMMERS, 0000 MC 
GLENN P SWANEY, 0000 MC 
CHRISTOPHER W SWIECKI, 0000 MC 
JOEL T TANAKA, 0000 MC 
JONATHAN B TAYLOR, 0000 MC 
DARRYL B THOMAS, 0000 MC 
STEPHEN J THOMAS, 0000 MC 
MARCEL D THOMPSON, 0000 MC 
GERARD R TIFFAULT, 0000 MC 

ROCK G TIFFAULT, 0000 MC 
MARK TRAWINSKI, 0000 MC 
DANIEL L TREBUS, 0000 DE 
JULIE A TULLBERG, 0000 MC 
STEVEN R TURNER, 0000 DE 
JOHN M TYLER, 0000 MC 
JOHN R TYLER, 0000 MC 
WALTER Y UYESUGI, 0000 MC 
NELSON G UZQUIANO JR., 0000 MC 
DAVID T VANSON, 0000 MC 
VERONICA L VENTURA, 0000 MC 
BRIAN K VICKARYOUS, 0000 MC 
NICHOLAS J VIETRI, 0000 MC 
SALVADOR E VILLANUEVA, 0000 MC 
MATTHEW J VREELAND, 0000 MC 
CHARLES D WADSWORTH, 0000 MC 
ROXANNE E WALLACE, 0000 MC 
MATTHEW G WEEKS, 0000 MC 
STEVEN Y WEI, 0000 MC 
ERIC D WEICHEL, 0000 MC 
MICHELLE D WELCH, 0000 MC 
LORYKAY W WHEELER, 0000 MC 
KEVIN R WHITNEY, 0000 MC 
MARK A WIECZOREK, 0000 DE 
ROBERT J WILLARD, 0000 MC 
DENNIS T WILLIAMS, 0000 MC 
KAREN A WILLIAMS, 0000 MC 
MYREON WILLIAMS, 0000 MC 
CARLOS R WISE, 0000 MC 
DAVID W WOLKEN, 0000 MC 
JASON T WURTH, 0000 MC 
JOHN R YELTON, 0000 MC 
GIA K YI, 0000 DE 
DAVID A YOUNG, 0000 MC 
SANG W YUM, 0000 DE 
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