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SENATE—Wednesday, September 27, 2000

The Senate met at 9:32 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

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

Samuel Adams was born on this day
in 1722. It was on September 7, 1774,
that he called for prayer at the Conti-
nental Congress in Carpenter Hall in
Philadelphia. He said about his respon-
sibilities: “If you carefully fulfill the
various duties of life, from a principle
of obedience to your heavenly Father,
you will enjoy that peace which the
world cannot give nor take away.”

Let us pray:

Gracious Father, we seek to be obe-
dient to You as we fulfill the sacred du-
ties of this Senate today. May the Sen-
ators and all who assist them see the
work of this day as an opportunity to
glorify You by our country. We renew
our commitment to excellence in all
that we do. Our desire is to know and
do Your will. Grant us the profound ex-
perience of Your peace, true serenity in
our souls that comes from complete
trust in You, and dependence on Your
guidance. Free us of anything that
would distract us or disturb us as we
give ourselves totally to the tasks and
challenges today. In the Lord’s name.
Amen.

——
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable ROD GRAMS, a Senator
from the State of Minnesota, 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.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). The Senator from Alaska is
recognized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
today the Senate will be in a period for

morning business until 10:30 a.m. Fol-
lowing morning business, the Senate is
expected to resume postcloture debate
on amendment No. 4178 to the H-1B
visa bill. Under a previous agreement,
at 9:30 a.m. on Thursday, the Senate
will begin 7 hours of debate on the con-
tinuing resolution. At the use or yield-
ing back of that time, the Senate will
proceed to a vote on the resolution.

As a reminder, cloture motions were
filed yesterday on the H-1B visa bill.
Therefore, cloture votes will occur at a
time to be determined later this week.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 10:30 a.m., with Senators permitted
to speak therein for up to 5 minutes
each.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Alaska, Mr. MURKOWSKI, is
recognized to speak for up to 20 min-
utes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that my time,
which was the leader’s time, not be
taken out of my 20 minutes. I was
asked by the leadership to announce
the opening script for the day.

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

NATURAL GAS

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, it
is my intention this morning to talk
about natural gas and alert the Amer-
ican people to the crisis we have before
us relative to this very important
source of clean energy.

Over the last several days, I have
talked about our energy policy, the
fact that, to a large degree, our energy
policy is determined by environmental
groups, environmental pressures, and

the Environmental Protection Agency,
as opposed to a balance which suggests,
indeed, we need to face the realization
that we need all our energy sources
coming together to meet the crisis we
have today, as we find ourselves 58-per-
cent dependent on imported oil.

I will also speak on the dangers of
Iraq and the realization that we are
now 750,000-barrels-a-day dependent on
Iraqi oil. The interesting thing is that
Iraq has a production of nearly 2.5 mil-
lion barrels a day, a kind of leverage on
the world’s supply of oil. What I mean
is that the capacity of the world to
produce o0il and the demand of the
world to use that oil is very close. We
are somewhere in the area of roughly 1
million barrels a day of excess capacity
over demand. With Iraq producing bet-
ter than 2 million barrels a day, one
can clearly see the leverage Iraq has
should they choose to reduce produc-
tion.

I have also talked about the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve and the mer-
its of pulling down 30 million barrels,
which sounds like a significant relief,
if indeed we can turn that into heating
oil, but the reality is that we are going
to get 3 to 4 million barrels out of that
30 million barrels in heating oil which
amounts to a 2- or 3-day supply.

I do not want to mislead anybody. It
is simply my attempt to alert the
American people; there is no panacea.
We are going to need all our sources of
oil. To blame big o0il on profiteering is
really shortsighted, and the American
people are too smart to believe some of
the rhetoric out there.

Just look at where we were a year
ago with the price of oil at $10 a barrel.
Were the oil companies so benevolent
then or was it supply and demand? Of
course.

Who sets the price of 0il? We had a
hearing yesterday. Secretary Richard-
son was there. I think we all agreed
that the price of oil, without question,
is being set by those who supply oil,
who have an abundance of oil, and that
is primarily OPEC, Saudi Arabia, Ven-
ezuela, and Mexico. They have it for
sale, and the price currently is some-
where in the area of $33 to $34. Last

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a member of the Senate on the floor.
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week, we had an all-time high in over
10 years of about $37.86.

Tomorrow I am going to talk about
ANWR. I Kknow something about
ANWR. That is the narrow area in the
coastal plain of Alaska. It is that small
area that has been set aside out of the
whole area of ANWR. Few people really
understand the merits and the mag-
nitude of the land mass and what we
have done with it by congressional ac-
tion.

There are 19 million acres up there.
That is about the size of the State of
South Carolina. We have taken 8.5 mil-
lion acres and put them in a permanent
wilderness. We have taken another 9
million acres and put them in a refuge,
leaving 1.5 million acres of the so-
called 1002 area to the determination of
Congress as to whether or not we can
open it up safely. Industry says, if the
oil is there in the abundance it would
have to be, the footprint would be
about 2,000 acres. So I think we ought
to keep this discussion in perspective.

I am pleased to say, one of the Presi-
dential candidates supports opening it,
recognizing that we have the tech-
nology, we can do it correctly, we can
make the footprint small. If the oil is
there, we could very well produce an-
other million barrels a day. We have
the pipeline capacity. One can cer-
tainly imagine what kind of message
that would send to OPEC. You would
see the price of oil drop dramatically.
Also, as we look at the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve, it certainly makes
sense to know whether we have one sit-
ting up in the arctic area adjacent to
Prudhoe Bay.

Today, I am going to talk about the
natural gas crisis in America because
that crisis is here today. To give you
some idea, yesterday we were quoting
gas prices for delivery in October at
$56.34 per 1,000 cubic feet. How does that
compare with 9 months ago? Nine
months ago, it was $2.16 per thousand
cubic feet. What is it for November of
this year? The November figures are
out. It is $5.45 for delivery in Novem-
ber.

The significance of that can probably
be reflected on who uses gas. The
American public out there knows who
uses gas. Fifty percent of our homes in
this country rely on natural gas for
heating. Natural gas provides 15 per-
cent of our Nation’s electrical power,
and it is growing.

The reality is, we are not going to
have any new supply in place before
this winter. The reality is, the admin-
istration isn’t going to be able to go
into a strategic natural gas reserve, be-
cause there isn’t any.

So what are we going to do? The pro-
jections are very clear. We are using
about 22 trillion cubic feet of gas now.
It is estimated we will be somewhere
between 32 and 34 trillion cubic feet by
the year 2010.

This is going to be primarily the re-
sult of the utility industry in this
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country—an industry we take for
granted because the lights usually
work. We are an electronic society. We
depend on computers, e-mail. This
power has to come from somewhere.
You have your air-conditioners, your
heating. The demand is up.

It is going to cost the industry some-
where in the area of $1.5 billion to put
in more infrastructure. We are con-
cerned about pipeline safety. As more
gas is utilized, we are putting more
pressure on our pipelines. This is a
multiplier of demand, of price in-
creases. The reason so much pressure is
on natural gas is we do not have a pol-
icy on oil. Our policy is to import more
oil. Before the 1973 Arab Oil Embargo,
after which we created SPR, we were
37-percent dependent on imported oil.
To give you some idea of where we are
going in that regard, today we are 58-
percent dependent on imported oil.

The administration has always fa-
vored clean gas as the alternative. But
now we are using our gas reserves fast-
er than we are finding new reserves.
When you are in business, and you are
selling your inventory faster than you
are replacing it, you have a problem.
This is an alert to the American people
and, hopefully, my colleagues because
we are facing a train wreck. It is com-
ing. The signs are here. The adminis-
tration has yet to address what they
are going to do about it.

Certainly releasing the crude oil in
SPR isn’t going to help the gas situa-
tion because the demand is there. The
reason the demand is there is quite
simple. I have indicated oil is not the
answer, simply because we become
more dependent on imports.

So let’s move to hydro. What do they
want to do? They want to take down
hydroelectric dams. The tradeoff of
that, of course, is putting the barge
traffic on the highways.

Coal: We have an abundance of coal.
We have clean coal technology. But
you have not seen a new coal plant
built in this country in the last several
years. I think the last one was back in
the mid-1990s. You can’t get permits.

Nuclear: Twenty percent of our
power comes from nuclear energy.
Have we built a new plant in this last
decade or the last two decades? No one
in their right mind would build a nu-
clear plant because the Government
will not fulfill its contractual commit-
ments to take the waste that it agreed
to do and the ratepayers have been
paying for the last two decades.

So everywhere we look—everywhere
we look—we are check-mated. We can’t
find an alternative source other than
gas. That is why American consumers
should care.

According to the Energy Information
Administration, Midwestern families
will spend as much as 40 percent more
on heating this winter because of high-
er natural gas prices; that is, expecting
a typical winter. A real cold spike
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could cause some real problems. I am
not suggesting you go out and sharpen
your saw or put gasoline in your chain
saw, but it isn’t a bad idea. I know that
is being done in the Northeast Cor-
ridor.

So we have an increased demand, no
new supply, and this adds up to higher
gas prices for the American people this
winter, make no mistake about it.

What has the administration done
about it? As I have said, it used to be
that natural gas was Kkind of a seasonal
fuel, stored underground in the sum-
mer, drawn down for winter use. But
we now have a large summer demand
for natural gas because more and more
electric powerplants rely on natural
gas. Here is the figure: Over 96 percent
of all the new plants will be gas fired.
If they all come on line, we simply do
not have the gas supply.

Again, permits are obtainable for
gas, unlike coal and fossil fuel. We
can’t get enough natural gas from ex-
isting wells to fuel these new power-
plants if they all go on line. I had one
CEO of a major oil and gas company
tell me: We are virtually out of natural
gas. We can no longer store gas in the
summer. Our winter stocks are low.
With a cold winter, prices are going to
go up. Reserves are not adequate to
buffer surges in consumer demand.

As I have stated, even if this winter
is normal, we will still face natural gas
prices—we know it already—they are
going to be over 50 percent higher than
last year—$2.16—and I indicated earlier
they are currently $5.456 for November
delivery. The simple reason is, the de-
mand is strong and supply is not keep-
ing pace. The market responds with
what? Higher prices. It is supply and
demand.

The administration touts natural gas
as its ‘“‘bridge to the energy future’:
Our cleanest fossil fuel, fewer emis-
sions; efficient end use; no need to de-
pend on imports. Yet as they express
this and encourage you to use gas,
their actions simply do not match the
rhetoric. Rather than encourage new
supplies, they stifle supplies.

Proof: This administration has
placed Federal lands off limits to new
natural gas exploration and produc-
tion. They have taken the Rocky
Mountain overthrust belt—that is Wy-
oming, Colorado, Montana—these
States have a tremendous capability
for producing oil and gas. Well more
than 50 percent—about 56 percent—of
the public land in those areas, the
overthrust belt, have been taken off
from any exploration or development
for oil and gas.

Now the Forest Service comes along
with a roadless policy to lock up 40
million acres of national forest, elimi-
nating any exploration for oil and gas.
We have a moratorium on OCS leasing
and drilling until 2012.

The Vice President would even cancel
existing leases. He made a statement in
Rye, NH, on October 21, 1999:



September 27, 2000

I will make sure that there is no new oil
leasing off the coasts of California and Flor-
ida. And then I will go much further: I will
do everything in my power to make sure
that there is no new drilling off these sen-
sitive areas—even in areas already leased by
previous administrations.

I do not know what that means to
you, Mr. President, but it means to me
that he is not going to support OCS ac-
tivities of any consequence, and he is
even going to attempt to cancel and
negate some of the existing leases.

Where is it going to come from? He
conveniently ducks that issue. AL
GORE claims to have invented the
Internet, but he refuses to provide nat-
ural gas that is needed to provide elec-
tricity to power it.

We use more electricity today. We
are an energy consuming country—e-
mails, electronics, computers. Even if
we had access to more natural gas, reg-
ulation after regulation inhibits con-
struction of new pipelines to get gas to
the consumer.

The Northeast Corridor: There have
been nothing but delays—3 years of
delay. The Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, FERC, that regulates and
has to approve it, has been sitting on
it. This would have given the North-
east Corridor a clean source of fuel.
Most of this is Canadian gas. It has
taken forever.

This administration wants you to use
more natural gas, but at the same time
they make sure you can’t get it. That
sounds like a recipe for higher prices, if
you ask me, higher home electric costs,
heating costs. Then what happens to
the problem? It is going to get worse.
The demand is expected to grow from
22 trillion cubic feet to over 35 trillion
cubic feet by the year 2010. Without
new exploration and new production,
natural gas prices are going to go even
higher. We are going to pay more to
heat our homes, run our businesses.

When higher heating bills arrive this
winter, we will want to thank the
President and Vice President GORE for
causing a natural gas crisis in Amer-
ica, one that was predictable, one that
we knew was coming.

We have been asleep. The train wreck
is coming. The solution is obvious: in-
crease domestic supply of gas. In-
creased domestic supply will obviously
lower prices, reduce volatility, and en-
sure a safe and secure energy supply.

I am all for alternative energy. I am
all for conservation. But the reality is,
transportation does not move on hot
air. Members of this body don’t go
home on an airplane that flies on hot
air. It flies on fuel. Our homes are not
heated by hot air from Washington.
They are heated by natural gas, 50 per-
cent of all homes. That is 56 million
homes in this country.

We found 36 trillion cubic feet of nat-
ural gas in the Prudhoe Bay oil field
while searching for oil. We never
looked for gas. Now there is a possi-
bility the economics will favor bring-
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ing that gas down from Alaska for dis-
tribution in the lower 48 States, but
don’t think it is going to be cheap gas.
You have to amortize the cost of a
pipeline that is going to run some 1,600
miles down through Alaska, follow the
Alcan Highway, going through Canada
and into the Canadian prebuilt system
for distribution into the U.S.

The fact is, we have proven gas, but
the market has never been able to sus-
tain the cost. At this range, the feasi-
bility of that project is very costly.
The most important thing we can do,
however, is to increase access to prov-
en natural gas that is likely to be
found on Federal lands. We need to de-
pend on all sources of energy—oil, gas,
clean coal, hydro, and nuclear—and we
need to conserve.

That is why Senator LOTT and others
have introduced the National Energy
Security Act of 2000, S. 2557. Briefly, it
would increase the domestic gas supply
by allowing frontier royalty relief; im-
proving Federal gas lease management;
providing tax incentives for produc-
tion; and assuring price certainty for
small producers. It would require the
administration to develop a com-
prehensive strategy to ensure that nat-
ural gas remains affordable and avail-
able to American consumers. It would
allow new exploration for natural gas
in America’s Arctic as well as the
Rocky Mountain States and along the
OCS areas.

As I have indicated, we have substan-
tial potential for new reserves, but if
you don’t have access to the areas, you
might as well leave it in the ground be-
cause it will never be developed. We
want to remove the disincentives for
utilities to use natural gas, protect
consumers against seasonal Dprice
spikes, especially with regard to North-
east heating oil use, and increase fund-
ing for energy efficiency and weather-
ization assistance to reduce winter
heating bills.

A noted economist, Daniel Yergin,
stated that this current energy
“‘shock” could turn into a world cri-
sis—that is paraphrasing the exposure
that we have today. You can ask Tony
Blair from Great Britain about the
price of energy that is threatening his
Government. Unless we take the kinds
of actions outlined in this policy plan
of the Republicans that we have sub-
mitted before this body, as represented
in the legislation, S. 2557, the National
Energy Security Act, we very well will
face a current energy shock that could
turn into a world crisis. Just look at
the stock market this morning; it is
pretty shaky.

There is probably more to come be-
cause of the uncertainty over where we
are with regard to energy and the spi-
raling costs. It is referenced in a taxi
ride to Capitol Hill; there is a sur-
charge. It is referenced in your air-
plane ticket now. You can’t figure out
the airplane tickets anyway; they are
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so confusing whether you fly on Thurs-
day, Friday, or Sunday, or before a.m.
or p.m. It is in there, all your truckers,
all your delivery systems. Everybody is
now facing the reality that energy
costs are higher. It is going to have an
effect.

Finally, thanks to the failed energy
policies of Clinton-Gore, we are going
to pay more for gas this winter. We
must increase domestic supply of nat-
ural gas to meet demand. This adminis-
tration continues to make new explo-
ration and production not just difficult
but almost impossible. We pay the
price.

This GOP energy plan encourages
short-term efforts to minimize spike
hikes this winter and increase supply
in the long term.

Tomorrow, I hope to talk a little bit
about where the oil and gas is likely to
be found.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

THE VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN
ACT AND NOMINATION OF
BONNIE CAMPBELL

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss my disappointment that the
Republican leadership in the Senate
seems to have better things to do than
to pass a bill reauthorizing one of our
most effective laws to combat domestic
violence. I am talking about the Vio-
lence Against Women Act.

Since it became law in 1994, it has
provided money to State and local pro-
grams to help women obtain restrain-
ing orders and to arrest those who are
abusing women. The numbers show
that the Violence Against Women Act
is working.

A recent Justice Department report
found that domestic violence against
women decreased by 21 percent between
1993 and 1998. That is good news, but we
still have a long way to go.

In 1998, American women were the
victims of 876,340 acts of domestic vio-
lence. Between 1993 and 1998, domestic
violence accounted for 22 percent of the
violent crimes against women. And
during those same years, children
under the age of 12 lived in 43 percent
of the households where domestic vio-
lence occurred. This is generational.
The kids see it, they grow up, they be-
come abusive parents themselves.

In Iowa and all across America, law
enforcement officers and prosecutors
and victims service organizations are
fighting back, but they need help. The
help they need is to make sure we reau-
thorize the Violence Against Women
Act, to make sure it is funded, to keep
the great job going that it has been
doing over the last 5 years.

There is other help that we need to
cut down on domestic violence and vio-
lence against women; that is, to make
sure that we have judges on our courts
who understand this law, who know
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what is happening out there and can
make sure the law is applied fairly and
is upheld in the courts around the
country.

To that end, it is again disappointing
that the Republican Senate is holding
up the nomination of one person
uniquely qualified to ensure that the
Violence Against Women Act is en-
forced in our courts around the coun-
try.

Since the beginning of the Violence
Against Women Office that was created
under the Justice Department in 1995,
the person who has been at the head of
that office is the former attorney gen-
eral of the State of Iowa, Bonnie Camp-
bell. Earlier this year, the President
nominated her for a vacancy on the
Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals. She
has had her hearing on the Judiciary
Committee. She is broadly supported
on both sides of the aisle, strongly sup-
ported in her home State of Iowa
where, as I said, she served with dis-
tinction as attorney general. Yet for
some reason, the Judiciary Committee
is holding up her nomination.

I have heard a couple of reasons: It is
too late in the year; this is an election
year; they want to hold on, maybe
Bush will be elected and they can get
their people in.

So, that makes me feel the need to
take a look at the history of our judi-
cial nominations. In 1992, when there
was a Republican in the White House
and the Democrats controlled the Sen-
ate. But in 1992, from July through Oc-
tober, the Democratically controlled
Senate confirmed nine circuit court
judges. This year, with a Democratic
President but a Republican-controlled
Senate, we have only gotten one con-
firmed since July. We have some pend-
ing who could be reported out, one of
whom is Bonnie Campbell. But we see
no action and time is running out.

And everything I have heard from the
Judiciary Committee is that they will
not report her name out. The other
thing I heard was, she was nominated
too late. I also heard from some people
on the committee—that she was only
nominated earlier this year. I shouldn’t
expect her to be reported out.

Well, again, let’s take a look at the
record books. In 1992, when there was a
Republican President and a Democratic
Senate, nine circuit nominees were
nominated and confirmed that same
year. Let me say that again. They were
nominated in 1992 and acted on in 1992.
Yet this year, we are told that the Re-
publican-controlled Senate cannot
move circuit court judges out because
it is an election year. Yet when the
Democrats were in charge in 1992, as I
said, nine were nominated and nine
were acted upon by the Democratic
Senate.

Let’s jump back to this year. Seven
people this year were nominated to sit
on the judicial circuit. Only 1 of those
seven has been confirmed and that was
in July.
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I want to focus on Bonnie Campbell.
A hearing was held in May. All the pa-
perwork is done. She is widely sup-
ported. If there are people here who
would like to vote against her, at least
bring her nomination to the floor; and
if they want to vote against her, for
whatever reason, let them do so. But I
have not had one person on the Repub-
lican side or the Democratic side come
to this Senator and say that Bonnie
Campbell is not qualified to be a cir-
cuit court judge—not one. She is emi-
nently well qualified and everyone
knows it.

Here is this person who has headed
the Office of Violence Against Women
in the Department of Justice since it
started. She has run it for 5 years. The
House of Representatives, yesterday,
reauthorized the Violence Against
Women Act, with 415 votes for it. I ask,
do you think 415 Members of the House,
Republicans and Democrats, would
have voted that overwhelmingly to re-
authorize the bill if the person who had
been running that office had not done
an exemplary job? I think by the very
fact that 415 Members of the House,
from every end of the ideological spec-
trum, voted to reauthorize that bill,
what they are saying is that Bonnie
Campbell gets an A-plus on running
that office, implementing the VAWA
provisions and enforcing the law. Yet
this Republican Senate will not report
her name out on the floor to be con-
firmed, or at least to vote on her to be
a circuit court judge.

Well, I tell you, talk about a split
personality. The Republicans in this
Senate can talk all they want to about
violence against women and that they
are going to bring the bill up and we
are going to pass it before the end of
the year; but if this Republican-con-
trolled Senate holds Bonnie Campbell’s
name and won’t let her come out for a
vote, they are saying: We will pass the
Violence Against Women Act, but we
don’t want judges on our courts who
are going to enforce it. I say that be-
cause nobody is more qualified to en-
force it than Bonnie Campbell.

The Judiciary Committee, I am told,
is going to meet tomorrow. I am hope-
ful that tomorrow they will report
Bonnie Campbell’s name out for action
by the full Senate.

(Mr. L. CHAFEE assumed the chair.)

————

THE MEDICARE PRESCRIPTION
DRUG PROPOSAL

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, it is
time to shed some light on the Medi-
care prescription drug proposal ad-
vanced by some of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle and by their
nominee for President, Gov. George
Bush.

Unfortunately, there is a big TV ad
campaign being waged across the coun-
try to deceive and frighten seniors
about the Medicare prescription drug
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benefit proposed by Vice President AL
GORE and the Democrats in the Senate.
So I want to set the facts straight.

First, let’s examine Bush’s ‘“‘imme-
diate helping hand.” That is what Gov-
ernor Bush calls his Medicare proposal.
Quite simply, it is not immediate and
it doesn’t give much help. Will it be
immediate? The answer is no. His plan
for Medicare would require all 50
States to pass enabling or modifying
legislation. Right now, only 16 States
have any kind of drug benefit for sen-
iors. Each State will have a different
approach. Many State legislatures only
meet once every 2 years. So for Bush’s
plan to go into effect, the State has to
pass some kind of enabling legislation.

Well, our most recent experience
with something like this was the CHIP
program, the State Children’s Health
Insurance Program, which Congress
passed in 1997. It took Governor Bush’s
home State of Texas over 2 years to
implement the CHIP program.

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

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to continue for 10 additional min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. THOMAS. I object. We have a
time agreement and I think we ought
to stick with it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. HARKIN. Parliamentary inquiry.
What is the time allotment for the re-
mainder of morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
ROBB is to be recognized for 5 minutes,
Senator LEAHY has 15 minutes, and
Senator THOMAS has 10 minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. Repeat that, please.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
THOMAS has 10 minutes, Senator ROBB
has 5, and Senator LEAHY has 15.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, who is
next in order to be recognized?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
nobody.

Mr. THOMAS. If the time has been
divided on both sides and if the Senator
wants to use some of his associate’s
time, I have no objection.

Mr. HARKIN. I will check on that.

I ask unanimous consent that I may
take Senator ROBB’s 5 minutes.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, as I
said, most State legislatures meet
every 2 years. Governor Bush’s own
State didn’t even implement the CHIP
program for over 2 years. In addition,
the States don’t even want this block
grant. In February of this year, the
Governors rejected Bush’s proposal.
They said:

If Congress decides to expand prescription
drug coverage for seniors, it should not shift
that responsibility or its costs to the States.

That was the National Governors’ As-
sociation. Republicans and Democrats
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said Bush’s proposal won’t work. So
that won’t be immediate. Bush’s pro-
posal takes years to get any effect for
people.

Will it give a helping hand? Well,
Bush’s plan only covers low-income
seniors. Middle-class seniors are told
they don’t need to apply. That is what
Bush’s plan is. It only helps low-in-
come. For example, if you are a senior
and your income is over $14,600 a year,
you get zero, zip, no help at all, from
Bush’s Medicare proposal.

A recent analysis shows that the
Bush plan would only cover 625,000 sen-
iors, or less than 5 percent of those who
need help. So his plan is not adequate
and it is not Medicare. Seniors want
Medicare, not welfare.

The other thing is that under the
Bush proposal for Federal care, for his
prescription drug program, seniors
would probably have to go to the State
welfare office to apply for it. Why is
that? Because there is an income cut-
off. The agencies in the States that are
set up to determine whether or not you
meet income guidelines for programs
are welfare agencies. So that means
that under the Bush program, every
senior, to get prescription drugs, has to
go down to the welfare agency and
show that they don’t make over $14,600
a year. That is the first 4 years. Bush’s
program is for 4 years. States have not
acted. As I pointed out, some State leg-
islatures don’t even meet except once
every 2 years.

They have to go down to the welfare
office. It only helps those below $14,000
a year.

Then what happens after 4 years?
After 4 years, Governor Bush’s plan be-
comes even worse because his long-
term plan, after 4 years, involves
privatizing Medicare. It would raise
premiums and force seniors to join
HMOs.

The Bush plan is the fulfillment of
what Newt Gingrich once said when he
wanted Medicare to ‘‘wither on the
vine.” Bush’s plan after 4 years will
begin withering Medicare on the vine
because after 4 years, Governor Bush’s
program leaves seniors who need drug
coverage at the mercy of HMOs.

Under his plan, they don’t get a guar-
anteed benefit package. The premium
would be chosen by the HMOs, and the
copayment would be chosen by the
HMO. The deductible would be chosen
by the HMO. The drug you get, again,
is chosen by the HMO—not by your
doctor, and not by your pharmacist,
but by the HMO.

Even worse, the Bush plan would
leave rural Americans in the cold.
About 30 percent of seniors live in
areas with no HMOs. In Iowa, we have
no Medicare HMOs. There are only
eight seniors in the entire State of
Iowa who happen to live near Sioux
Falls, SD, who belong to a plan with a
prescription drug benefit—eight out of
the entire State of Iowa.
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HMOs are dropping like flies out of
rural areas. Almost 1 million Medicare
beneficiaries lost their HMO coverage
just this year.

Under the Bush plan, first of all, it is
not immediate. States would have to
enact these plans. The Governors say
they don’t even want to do it.

Under the Bush plan, Medicare would
“wither on the vine.” Premiums for
regular Medicare would increase 25 per-
cent to 47 percent in the first year
alone, and seniors would be forced to
join HMOs to receive affordable bene-
fits.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, will my
friend yield for a question?

Mr. HARKIN. Certainly, I will yield
for a question.

Mrs. BOXER. It is just a very brief
question. I thank my friend. I think
that is the clearest explanation I have
ever heard of the Bush plan. It is very
clear.

Something that I read yesterday re-
minded me of the days when Newt
Gingrich was in control, and as the
Senator well remembers, in 1995 it led
to a Government shutdown. They want-
ed to cut $207 billion out of Medicare
over 10 years. And we said that is the
end of Medicare. It turns out that Gov-
ernor Bush in those years said that
Gingrich and the Republicans were
courageous to do this, and he lauded it.
I think if you take that statement and
mesh it with what the Senator from
Iowa just taught us about his plan, it
all adds up now. It is the end of Medi-
care.

Mr. HARKIN. Here is basically the
thing.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
that my friend get an additional 2 min-
utes.

Mr. THOMAS. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The Senator’s time has
expired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I want
to again say that we have divided this
time, and I expect to live within the di-
visions that we have agreed to and,
therefore, we will try to do that.

Mr. HARKIN. It works both ways.

Mr. THOMAS. Certainly, it works
both ways. We have divided the time,
and that is the way it is.

ENERGY POLICY

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I want
to go back a little bit to one of the
issues that is before us that has to do
with energy and energy policy.

Certainly, we are faced at the mo-
ment with some real difficulties in
terms of winter use of heating oil.

There are differences of view as to
what we do with the strategic storage.
I understand that.

But aside from that, I think in one
way or another we certainly need to
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help those people who will need help
this winter in terms of price and in
terms of availability.

We had a hearing yesterday with the
Secretary of Energy. Quite frankly, I
didn’t get any feel for where we are
going in the long term. What we have
done here, of course, over the last num-
ber of years with the fact that this ad-
ministration has had an energy pol-
icy—some have accused them of having
no policy; I suggest there has been a
policy—is to basically not do anything
to encourage, and, in fact, discourage,
domestic production. The result of
that, of course, has been that since
1992, U.S. oil production is down 17 per-
cent and consumption is up 14 percent.
We have had a reduction since 1990 in
U.S. jobs producing and exploring for
oil. At that point, we had over 400,000
workers. Now to do the same thing, the
number is down 27 percent.

We have had a policy that despite the
increased use of energy, which is not to
be unexpected in this kind of a pros-
perous time, we have sought to reduce
exploration, and we have become more
dependent on foreign oil. We are now
nearly b7-percent dependent on OPEC
for providing our energy sources.

There are a number of things we
could be doing that would certainly
help alleviate that problem.

One is access to public lands in the
West. Of course, in Wyoming 50 percent
of the land belongs to the Federal Gov-
ernment. In some States, it is as much
as 85 percent.

As we make it more difficult for our
oil exploration and production to show
up on Federal lands with multiple use,
then we see that production go down.

As we put more and more regulations
on refiners and have reformulated gas-
oline, it makes it more difficult. Older
refineries have to go out of business.
We then find it more difficult to be
able to process the oil that we indeed
have which is there to be used.

We also, of course, have an oppor-
tunity in many ways to produce en-
ergy. We could have a very healthy nu-
clear energy system if we could go
ahead and move forward with storage
out at Yucca Mountain in Nevada. We
have not been able to do that.

We could certainly use more low-sul-
fur coal.

But we continue to put regulations
on the production of those things.

One of the things that seemed fairly
clear yesterday was that the Depart-
ment of Energy has relatively little to
do with energy policy, even if they
choose to. The policy is being made by
the Environmental Policy Council in
the White House. It is being made by
EPA. It is being made by these other
kinds of regulatory agencies. Obvi-
ously, all of us want to continue to
work to have clean air. Air is much
cleaner than it was.

I think what we need to recognize is
one of the things that came out again
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yesterday. Vice President GORE an-
nounced some time ago that there
would be no more drilling. That is the
kind of policy that has been developed.

What we ought to be doing is taking
a longer look at where we are going
with energy and have some idea of
what we will do over the years. It is
one thing to be able to work in the
next 2 or 3 months and argue about
how you do that. But the real issue is
where we are in the next year and the
year after in those areas where energy
is such an important part of our econ-
omy.

I am hopeful that the outcome of
what we have here with this current di-
lemma with respect to energy will re-
sult in a real, honest-to-goodness de-
bate, discussion, and decision with re-
spect to long-term energy policy and
increased access to public lands for po-
tential oil and gas in the Rocky Moun-
tains, offshore, and in Alaska, and at
the same time develop techniques
where we can do it and also take care
of the environment. It is not a choice
between the two things.

We should develop tax incentives to
try to encourage increases in oil and
gas production, particularly in stripper
wells. In old production wells, it really
hasn’t been economic to do that.

We can do some things with respect,
of course, to research. We have been
working now for a couple of years on a
mineral management group to be able
to clarify how those charges are made,
and we have been unable to do that
over a period of time.

There are a number of things: The
Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, we
now have in my State a real activity
going on with methane gas produc-
tion—gas production that we need now
under the Clean Water Act. Some Sen-
ators are pushing against insertions of
fracture used to help with that produc-
tion. These things are all, of course, in-
consistent with some kind of policy
which will, indeed, move us forward in
terms of energy development.

Refineries are already up to 95 per-
cent of capacity or more. So to actu-
ally take oil out of the reserve, if there
isn’t a refinery capacity, makes it very
difficult. Everyone recognizes the dif-
ficulty in the Northeast, the major
user of oil for heating in the winter-
time. That has traditionally been im-
portant. We do need to do some things
there. We need to provide more fuel.
We need also, I am sure, to do some-
thing about low-income users.

There are a number of things we need
to do. I hope we don’t totally get in-
volved in making this a political issue.
Rather than trying now to point out
what everyone has done or hasn’t done,
we ought to say, all right, here is
where we are; now what do we do? How
much can we do to develop domestic
production? What are the best ways to
do that? How can we move in that di-
rection? How soon can we move for-
ward with that?
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, what is
the parliamentary situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in morning business and the Sen-
ator from Vermont has up to 15 min-
utes.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, is the
Senator from Vermont correct in un-
derstanding that morning business will
not start until he has completed his 15
minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair and
my fellow New Englander.

————

LACK OF JUVENILE JUSTICE
CONFERENCE

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, yester-
day I was amazed when I checked my
computer, as I do during the day, to see
what the latest news items were in our
country and around the world. I
learned of another tragic incident of
school violence in a middle school in
New Orleans. Just before noon yester-
day, two teenaged boys, age 13 and 15,
shot each other with the same gun dur-
ing a fight just outside the cafeteria at
the Carter G. Woodson Middle School.
Hundreds of students were inside eat-
ing lunch. Both boys are in critical
condition.

The growing list of schoolyard vio-
lence by children in Arkansas, Wash-
ington, Oregon, Tennessee, California,
Pennsylvania, Kentucky, Mississippi,
Colorado, Georgia, Michigan, Florida,
and now Louisiana is simply unaccept-
able and intolerable.

Over a year ago, May 20, 1999, this
Senate passed the Hatch-Leahy juve-
nile crime bill by a vote of 73-25. It had
a number of things that would address
school violence, a number of things
that would help with the problems of
teenage violence, that would create ev-
erything from mentoring programs to
the prosecution of juvenile
delinquents, and it passed overwhelm-
ingly, with Republicans and Democrats
alike voting for it.

But we never had a real conference
on it. It was stalled. Why? Because the
gun lobbies told the Republican leader-
ship that there was one minor problem,
one minor bit of gun control—closing
the gun show loophole, something that
allows people to sell firearms to felons
out of the back of a pickup truck at a
flea market. One would think everyone
would want to close that gun loophole
and say everyone will abide by the
same rules that the regular gun shops
in Vermont or anywhere else have to
follow; but, instead, because the gun
lobby doesn’t want that simple loop-
hole closed, we haven’t gone forward
with a vote on this juvenile justice bill
that goes into so many other areas—
helping troubled teens, helping pros-
ecutors, courts, and others with teen-
age violence.

How many shootings do we have to
have before the leadership, the Repub-
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lican leadership, says we will stand up
to the gun lobby and actually have a
vote? If this Senate wants to vote
against it, let it vote against it. I don’t
know why the Republicans are so con-
cerned. They have a majority. They
can vote against this bill if they want.
But vote. Vote ‘‘aye’” or vote ‘‘nay.”
We are not paid to vote ‘‘maybe.” We
are paid to vote up or down. We should
do it. It has been more than 15 months
since the Senate acted. It has been
more than a year since the only meet-
ing of the House-Senate conference
committee on the Hatch-Leahy juve-
nile crime bill. It was on August 5, 1999
that Chairman HATCH convened the
conference for the limited purpose of
opening statements. I am disappointed
that the Republican majority con-
tinues to refuse to reconvene the con-
ference and that for a over a year this
Congress has failed to respond to issues
of youth violence, school violence and
crime prevention.

It has been 17 months since the trag-
edy at Columbine High School in
Littleton, Colorado, where 14 students
and a teacher lost their lives. Senate
and House Democrats have been ready
for more than a year to reconvene the
juvenile justice conference and work
with Republicans to craft an effective
juvenile justice conference report, but
the Republican majority has ada-
mantly refused to act.

On October 20, 1999, all the House and
Senate Democratic conferees wrote to
Senator HATCH who serves as the
Chairman of the juvenile justice con-
ference, and Congressman HYDE, the
Chairman of the House Judiciary Com-
mittee, to reconvene the conference
immediately.

In April of this year, Congressman
HYDE joined our call for the juvenile
justice conference to meet as soon as
possible in a letter to Senator HATCH,
which was also signed by Congressman
CONYERS.

Last March, the President invited
House and Senate leaders of the con-
ference to the White House to implore
us to proceed to the conference and to
final enactment of legislation before
the anniversary of the Columbine trag-
edy.

This effort to jump-start the stalled
conference could not break through the
majority’s intransigent inaction. That
anniversary, like so many others tragic
anniversaries has come and gone. We
have seen more incidents but no action
by the Republican Congress.

The Republican majority has rejected
the President’s pleas for action as they
have those of the American people.
Every parent, teacher and student in
this country is concerned about school
violence over the last few years and
worried about when the next shooting
may occur. They only hope it does not
happen at their school or involve their
children.
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We all recognize that there is no sin-
gle cause and no single legislative solu-
tion that will cure the ill of youth vio-
lence in our schools or in our streets.
But we have had an opportunity before
us to do our part and the Republican
majority has chosen to squander it. We
should have seized this opportunity to
act on balanced, effective juvenile jus-
tice legislation.

I regret that this Republican Con-
gress has failed to do its work and pro-
vide the additional resources and re-
forms that would have been helpful and
reassuring to our children, parents,
grandparents, teachers and schools.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, my main
reason for coming to the floor today is
to introduce the Windfall Oil Profits
for Heating Assistance Act of 2000.

(The remarks of Mr. LEAHY per-
taining to the introduction of S. 3118
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for about 12 minutes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, has the
morning business hour closed?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has
not been announced by the Chair. It is
closed.

Mr. REID. It is closed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time has
expired.

Mr. REID. I am sorry?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair has not yet announced that
morning business is closed, but the des-
ignated time has expired.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I with-
draw my unanimous consent request.
Let us move on. Then I will take time
under the cloture motion.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

AMERICAN COMPETITIVENESS IN
THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY
ACT OF 2000—RESUMED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the pending business.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

A Dbill (S. 2045) to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act with respect to H-1B
nonimmigrant aliens.

Pending:

Lott (for Abraham) amendment No. 4177
(to the committee substitute), in the nature
of a substitute.

Lott amendment No. 4178 (to amendment
No. 4177), of a perfecting nature.

Lott (for Conrad) amendment No. 4183 (to
the text of the bill proposed to be stricken),
to exclude certain “J”’ non-immigrants from
numerical limitations applicable to ‘“H-1B”’
non-immigrants.
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Lott amendment No. 4201 (to amendment
No. 4183), in the nature of a substitute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Parliamentary inquiry.
I understand we are now under cloture
and each Senator is recognized for up
to 1 hour to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Each
Senator has a maximum of 1 hour.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate very much the willingness on
the part of the Senator from Iowa to
give me an opportunity to make some
remarks with regard to where we are
on the legislation.

Yesterday’s vote demonstrates clear-
ly that there is strong bipartisan sup-
port in the Senate for increasing the
number of visas for high-skilled work-
ers. On that point, Democrats and Re-
publicans agree, but there is a stark
disagreement between our parties on
the issue of fairness to immigrants.

Republicans do not want to acknowl-
edge this; they do not want to admit
that they oppose the Latino and Immi-
grant Fairness Act. That is why they
have gone to such extraordinary
lengths to try to avoid having to take
a public position on it. There is an
election coming up, and they do not
want to have to explain to Latino and
immigrant groups why they told thou-
sands of hard-working immigrants who
are in this country doing essential
jobs: Go home. Republicans would rath-
er risk not delaying the passage of the
H-1B visa bill than vote for the Latino
and Immigrant Fairness Act or risk
the political consequences of voting
against it.

There is really no reason we cannot
pass both a strong H-1B bill and the
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act.

We are in the longest period of eco-
nomic expansion in our Nation’s his-
tory. We all know that now. The census
numbers which were released yesterday
confirm once again the remarkable
progress we have made in recent years.

In the last 7 years, we have seen 20
million new jobs. Unemployment is
lower now than it has been in 30 years.
In my State of South Dakota, the job-
less rate is between 2 and 3 percent.

Ten years ago, many companies
could not expand because they could
not get the capital. Today they can get
the capital, but they cannot get the
workers.

Clearly, one of the industries hardest
hit by today’s skilled-worker shortage
is the information technology indus-
try. According to a recent survey of al-
most 900 IT executives, nearly 10 per-
cent of IT service and support positions
in this country—268,740 jobs—are un-
filled today because there are not
enough skilled workers in this country
to fill them.
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The H-1B visa program was supposed
to prevent such shortages, but it can-
not because it has not kept pace with
the growth in our economy. This year,
in fact, the H-1B program reached its
ceiling of 115,000 visas in less than 6
months. That is why my colleagues and
I support substantially increasing the
number of visas available under the H-
1B program.

The high-tech industry, however, is
not the only industry struggling with
worker shortages. The Federal Reserve
Board has said repeatedly that there
are widespread shortages of essential
workers all through the United States.
All across America, restaurants, ho-
tels, and nursing homes are in des-
perate need of help. Widespread labor
shortages in these industries also pose
a very significant threat to our econ-
omy. That is one reason my colleagues
and I introduced the Latino and Immi-
grant Fairness Act earlier this year
and why we wanted to offer that legis-
lation as an amendment to this meas-
ure.

The changes in our proposal are pro-
business and certainly pro-family.
They are modest, and they are long
overdue. We have talked about them
before, but let me just, again for the
RECORD, make sure people are clear as
to what it is we want to do.

First, we want to establish legal par-
ity for all Central American and Carib-
bean refugees. That is not too much to
ask. Why is it we treat refugees from
some countries differently from refu-
gees from other countries? All we are
asking for is parity.

Second, we want to update the reg-
istry so that immigrants who have
been in this country since before 1986,
who have worked hard and played by
the rules, will remain here perma-
nently and will have the ability to re-
main here legally.

We want to restore section 245(i) of
the Immigration Act so that a person
who is in this country and on the verge
of becoming a legal resident can re-
main here while he or she completes
the process. Why would we want to
send somebody back to the country
they fled—someone who is eligible to
be a legal resident—just so they can
come back here again? If we do not
change the law, that is exactly what
will happen, forcing these immigrants
to pay thousands of dollars, disrupt
their lives, and maybe imperil their op-
portunity to come back at all.

Finally, we want to adjust the status
of the Liberians who fled to America
when Liberia was plunged into a hor-
rific civil war. Thousands of them live
in the State of the current Presiding
Officer. Our Nation gave these families
protected immigrant status which al-
lowed them to stay in the United
States but preempted their asylum
claims. Instead of forcing them to re-
turn to Liberia, a nation our Govern-
ment warns Americans to avoid be-
cause it is so dangerous even today,
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our bill will give them the opportunity
to become legal residents. That is all it
would do.

Earlier this month, a coalition of 31
associations—the TU.S. Chamber of
Commerce, the American Health Care
Association, the National Restaurant
Association, the National Retail Fed-
eration, and about 28 more—all came
together and said: If there is something
you do before the end of this year, now
that we have PNTR finished, we hope
you can pass the restoration of Section
245(i) and these other reasonable immi-
gration provisions.

It is the only fair thing to do, and it
is good business. We need this done.
That is the message from the Chamber
of Commerce and the American Retail
Federation sent. The American econ-
omy is growing not in spite of immi-
grant workers, but with their help.
That is one reason we should pass the
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act
now.

There is another reason. President
Roosevelt once said: “We are a nation
of immigrants.”” We are also a nation
that values families. This principle is
not relegated to one ethnic group.
Whether you are African American,
European American, Latino American,
or Asian American, we value family.
That is important to us. If we do not
pass the provisions in our proposal,
thousands of immigrant parents of
American-born children will face an ex-
cruciating choice. If they are told to
leave this country, should they defy
the law so that they can remain with
their American-citizen children or
should they leave their children here in
the hope that others will care for
them? Forcing choices like this is sim-
ply antithetical to our commitment to
family values.

I have heard all the speeches in the
Senate Chamber about protecting fam-
ily, doing what is best for family, try-
ing to ensure that families stay to-
gether. We are concerned about what
children watch on television. But for
Heaven’s sake, if we care what they
watch on television, we ought to decide
right now where we want them to
watch television. Children ought to be
watching television here with their
families.

That is the choice: Should they leave
their children here and hope that oth-
ers care for them, or should they take
their children back to nations that are
mired in poverty and torn by violence
or both?

Surely, those are not the kinds of
choices we should force on people who
have lived in this country and played
by the rules for years. That is not the
way we should treat people who have
done the essential jobs that others did
not want, particularly today when we
need their labor so desperately.

My colleagues and I strongly support
the H-1B visa bill. On that there can be
no doubt, especially after yesterday’s
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vote. But we are deeply disturbed and
disappointed that the majority has re-
fused to allow us to offer the Latino
and Immigrant Fairness Act or any
other amendment on this bill. Once
again we have been refused the right to
offer even one amendment to the bill.

I have offered the majority leader
many opportunities. I suggested five
and five. I suggested that they have
five amendments, that we have five
amendments, that we limit them in
terms of time and second degree
amendments because we wanted to get
this bill done. I heard the allegation
that: No, Democrats just want to slow
down the process, the deliberation, the
consideration of the H-1B bill; they
don’t want it to pass.

Our answer to that, you saw yester-
day. We want it to pass. That is why I
offered a limit on amendments, why I
offered a limit on time, why I offered
almost any formula you could come up
with so that we could accommodate
both.

Let’s pass H-1B, but for Heaven’s
sake, with 2 weeks left, let’s pass the
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act as
well. Once again we have been refused
the right to offer even one amendment
to the bill. Once again we are told: Do
it our way, or we are not going to do it
at all. This is not how this body should
operate. Offering amendments and vot-
ing on them does not Kkill bills, it
strengthens them, and it strengthens
this Senate.

Why are our Republican colleagues so
determined not even to let us discuss
our amendment? They are the major-
ity. If they believe our proposal is mis-
guided, they can vote it down, they can
table it. They can do anything they
want to. They have the votes. Why
won’t they allow that vote? What are
they so afraid of?

We are pleased we are finally on the
verge of passing this legislation and in-
creasing the number of H-1B visas. But
we are disappointed by the disdain the
majority has shown for this Senate and
its tradition of fair and open debate.
We are even more disturbed by the in-
difference they are showing to thou-
sands—tens of thousands—of decent,
hard-working families who are looking
forward to the time when they can live
here in freedom and peace, and with
confidence that their families can stay
together.

I am disappointed. I am frustrated,
once again, that we have not had an
opportunity to have the voice, to have
the input, to have the opportunity that
any Senator should count as his right
or her right to participate fully in de-
bate. But we have been precluded by
the rules of the Senate imposed upon
us in this case by the majority.

The rules in the Senate, of course,
allow for free and open debate, allow
for amendment, allow for unlimited de-
bate and discussion. The majority con-
tinues to insist on bending the rules so
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that they can constrain the way we
pass legislation and which issues will
be heard, without regard to the rights
of all Senators to have their voices
heard.

MOTION TO SUSPEND RULE XXII

So, Mr. President, as my statement
in yesterday’s RECORD indicated, I now
move to suspend rule XXII to permit
the consideration of amendment No.
4184.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is debatable.

Mr. GREGG addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the Democratic leader’s com-
ments and the sincerity of those com-
ments. But I think a few points should
be made in response to them. Then I
will make a unanimous consent request
relative to the motion which has been
put forward by the Democratic leader.

The first point is that the rules of
the Senate are being followed. The
Democratic leader knows the rules a
great deal better than I do. But the
vote on cloture yesterday, to which the
Democratic leader on a number of oc-
casions has alluded to represent the
Democratic leader’s commitment to
the H-1B proposal, is the vote which
puts the Democratic leader in the posi-
tion that he is in now, which is that
the amendment he is offering is not
relevant and not germane to the under-
lying bill. So, as a practical matter, for
him to first claim that, with great en-
thusiasm, they voted for cloture but
now they are being foreclosed under
the rules of the Senate from doing
what they want to do is, I think, croco-
dile tears.

Secondly, it appears at about this
time every election cycle we see a
movement that occurs from this ad-
ministration which involves bypassing
the usual and legal procedures for ob-
taining citizenship.

Citizenship is the most sacred item of
trust that we can impart as a nation to
someone who wishes to come to our
shores and live. The granting of citi-
zenship is an extraordinary action be-
cause it gives a person the right to live
in our Nation—the greatest nation on
Earth—and the capacity to vote and
participate as a full citizen and to raise
a family here as a citizen. So it is
something where we have set up a fair-
ly significant and intricate set of laws
in order to develop a process so there is
fairness in how we apply citizenship.

Yet every election year, during this
administration, or at least for the last
two major election years—especially
Presidential election years—we have
seen an attempt, basically, to set aside
the law as it is structured for purposes
of obtaining citizenship, and to create
a new class of citizens independent of
what is present law.

To say that people shall be given the
imprimatur of citizenship just before
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the election, ironically—and the last
time this occurred under Citizenship
USA, which was the title given to it, a
title which was truly inappropriate be-
cause it ended up being ‘‘Felony USA,”
thousands of people were given citizen-
ship outside of the usual course. They
did not have to go through the usual
process, in a rush to complete citizen-
ship prior to the election, which led to
literally thousands of people who ended
up being felons and criminals receiving
citizenship. We are still trying to track
down many of the felons who received
citizenship wunder Citizenship TUSA,
which was the last aggressive attempt
to bypass the citizenship laws of this
country during an election year.

I think we should have learned our
lesson from that little exercise, that
attempt at political initiative for the
purposes of political gain, which ended
up costing us literally millions of dol-
lars to try to correct and leave us with,
fortunately, a number of good citizens
but, unfortunately, a number of people
who should never have gotten citizen-
ship who are literally felons and who
have committed serious crimes.

So this attempt to bypass the citi-
zenship process must be looked at with
a certain jaundiced eye in light of the
fact it is an election year because there
is a history which asserts that it
should be viewed with a jaundiced eye,
because the Citizen USA was such a de-
bacle and so grossly political and ended
up costing our Nation so dearly, by giv-
ing the sacred right of citizenship to
people who are criminals and who com-
mitted lawless acts against other citi-
Zens.

So that is why we are in this position
today.

The Democratic leadership claims
that they strongly support H-1B and so
they voted for cloture. Then they come
forward and claim: But the rules are
limiting us.

They were the ones who voted for the
rule that happens to be limiting them.
They can’t have it both ways, but they
appear to want to. It is, as I said, croc-
odile tears on their part, in my opin-
ion. However, the Democratic leader
has the right to make this request. He
has positioned himself procedurally in
that order.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that a vote occur on the pending mo-
tion to suspend the rules, that the vote
occur today at 4 o’clock, and that the
time between the two sides until 4
o’clock be equally divided in the usual
form.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President, I was diverted by
talking to someone else. Will the Sen-
ator restate the unanimous consent re-
quest?

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent that a vote occur today on the
pending motion to suspend the rule at
4 o’clock and that the time between
now and 4 o’clock be equally divided in
the usual form.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire has the
floor.

Mr. REID. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. GREGG. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield
whatever time I have remaining under
cloture on the bill to the minority
leader, Senator DASCHLE.

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

Mr. HARKIN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LEAHY. 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. LEAHY. Mr. President, I regret
how little progress we were able to
make yesterday on legislation to in-
crease the number of H-1B visas. This
legislation was reported from the Judi-
ciary Committee more than a half a
year ago. I have advocated that it re-
ceive a fair hearing and that the Sen-
ate vote to increase the number of H-
1B visas.

I have also said we should take up
other important immigration matters
that have been neglected for too long
in this body. But those requests have
fallen on deaf ears, as yesterday once
again demonstrated. Senators DASCHLE
and REID have offered to spend only 10
minutes debating immigration amend-
ments. Under those terms, we could
complete action on this bill in well
under a day. But the majority appar-
ently would rather see this process
continue to drag on than take a simple
up-or-down vote on matters of critical
importance to the Latino community
and other immigrant groups. Indeed,
this bill has been more strictly con-
trolled than any bill during this Con-
gress. At a certain point one cannot
help but ask: What is the majority
afraid of?

We ought to vote up or down on the
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act. I
don’t say this from any parochial in-
terest. We do not have any significant
minority ethnic group in Vermont. We
are sort of unique in that regard. But
all Vermonters, Republican and Demo-
crat alike, believe in fairness. It is a
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matter of fairness to have the Latino
and Immigrant Fairness Act voted on.
Let us vote it up or vote it down. I will
vote for it. I am a cosponsor of it. I
strongly support it.

The chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee complained yesterday that the
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act
was not introduced until July, and that
the Democrats were pressing for action
on the bill even though it had no hear-
ings. As the chairman must know, the
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act
brings together a number of proposals
that have been talked about since the
very beginning of this Congress, and in
some cases for years before that. In-
deed, the current proposal is drawn
from S. 15562, S. 15692, and S. 2668. And as
the chairman also must recognize,
these proposals have been denied hear-
ings in the Judiciary Committee he
chairs and the Immigration sub-
committee that Senator ABRAHAM
chairs. For the chairman to point to
the lack of hearings on these proposals
as an excuse to derail them reminds me
of the person on trial for Kkilling his
parents who throws himself on the
mercy of the court as an orphan.

Meanwhile, I am encouraged by the
majority leader’s conciliatory words on
the substance of the LIFA proposals.
According to today’s Congress Daily,
the majority leader has said that he
thought the proposals ‘‘could be
wrapped in such a way that I could be
for it.”” I hope this signals that he will
work with us to find a way to have a
vote on these issues.

Let me be clear: I support increasing
the number of H-1B visas and voted for
S. 2045 in the Judiciary Committee. I
have hoped that our consideration of
this bill would allow us to achieve
other crucially important immigration
goals that have been neglected by the
majority throughout this Congress. I
have hoped that the majority could
agree to at least vote on—if not vote
for—limited proposals designed to pro-
tect Latino families and other immi-
grant families. I have hoped that the
majority would consider proposals to
restore the due process that was taken
away from immigrants by the immi-
gration legislation Congress passed in
1996. In short, I thought we could work
together to restore some of America’s
lost luster on immigration issues.
Since the majority has thus far been
unwilling to do that, pro-immigration
Senators have been faced with a choice
between achieving one of our many
goals or achieving nothing at all.

Like most of my Democratic col-
leagues, I agree that we need to in-
crease the number of H-1B visas. The
stunning economic growth we have ex-
perienced in the past eight years has
led to worker shortages in certain key
areas of our economy. Allowing work-
ers with specialized skills to come to
the United States and work for a 6-year
period—as an H-1B visa does—helps to
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alleviate those shortages. In the cur-
rent fiscal year, 115,000 H-1B visas were
available. These visas ran out well be-
fore the fiscal year ended. If we do not
change the law, there will actually be
fewer visas available next year, as the
cap drops to 107,500. This will simply be
insufficient to allow America’s employ-
ers—particularly in the information
technology industry—to maintain their
current rates of growth. As such, I
think that we need to increase the
number of available visas dramati-
cally. I think that S. 2045 is a valuable
starting point, although it can and
should be improved through the
amendment process.

I have been involved in helping to
ease America’s labor shortage for some
time. Last year, I cosponsored the
HITEC Act, S. 1645, legislation that
Senator ROBB has introduced that
would create a new visa that would be
available to companies looking to hire
recent foreign graduates of U.S. mas-
ter’s and doctoral programs in math,
science, engineering, or computer
science. I believe that keeping such
bright, young graduates in the United
States should be the primary purpose
of any H-1B legislation we pass. By
concentrating on such workers, we can
address employers’ needs for highly-
skilled workers, while also limiting the
number of visas that go to foreign
workers with less specialized skills.

Of course, H-1B visas are not a long-
term answer to the current mismatch
between the demands of the high-tech
industry and the supply of workers
with technical skills. Although I be-
lieve that there is a labor shortage in
certain areas of our economy, I do not
believe that we should accept that cir-
cumstance as an unchangeable fact of
life. We need to make a greater effort
to give our children the education they
need to compete in an increasingly
technology-oriented economy, and
offer our adults the training they need
to refashion their careers to suit the
changes in our economy. This bill goes
part of the way toward improving our
education and training programs, but
could do better.

Although I have said that this is not
a perfect bill, there are a few provi-
sions within it that should be retained
in any final version. I strongly support
the increased portability this legisla-
tion offers for visa holders, making it
easier for them to change jobs within
the United States. And the legislation
extends the labor attestation require-
ments in the bill—which force employ-
ers to certify that they were unable to
find qualified Americans to do a job
that they have hired a visa recipient to
fill—as well as the Labor Department’s
authority to investigate possible H-1B
violations.

It is regrettable that it has taken so
long for us to turn our attention to the
H-1B issue. The Judiciary Committee
reported S. 2045 more than six months
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ago. It has taken us a very long time to
get from point A to point B, and it has
often appeared that the majority has
been more interested in gaining par-
tisan advantage from a delay than in
actually making this bill law.

The Democratic leader has said
month after month that we would be
willing to accept very strict time lim-
its on debating amendments, and would
be willing to conduct the entire debate
on S. 2045 in less than a day. Our leader
has also consistently said that it is
critical that the Senate should take up
proposals to provide parity for refugees
from right-wing regimes in Central
America and to address an issue that
has been ignored for far too long—how
we should treat undocumented aliens
who have lived here for decades, paying
taxes and contributing to our economy.
These provisions are both contained in
the Latino and Immigrant Fairness
Act. I joined in the call for action on
H-1B and other critical immigration
issues, but our efforts were rebuffed by
the majority.

Indeed, months went by in which the
majority made no attempt to negotiate
these differences, time which many
members of the majority instead spent
trying to blame Democrats for the
delay in their bringing this legislation
to the floor. At many times, it seemed
that the majority was more interested
in casting blame upon Democrats than
in actually passing legislation. Instead
of working in good faith with the mi-
nority to bring this bill to the floor,
the majority spent its time trying to
convince leaders in the information
technology industry that the Demo-
cratic Party is hostile to this bill and
that only Republicans are interested in
solving the legitimate employment
shortages faced by many sectors of
American industry. Considering that
three-quarters of the Democrats on the
Judiciary Committee voted for this
bill, and that the bill has numerous
Democratic cosponsors, including Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN, this partisan appeal
was not only inappropriate but absurd
on its face.

Finally, a few weeks ago, the major-
ity made a counteroffer that did not
provide as many amendments as we
would like, but which did allow amend-
ments related to immigration gen-
erally. We responded enthusiastically
to this proposal, but individual mem-
bers of the majority objected, and
there is still no agreement to allow
general immigration amendments. At
least some members of the majority
are apparently unwilling even to vote
on issues that are critical to members
of the Latino community. This is deep-
ly unfortunate, and leaves those of us
who are concerned about humanitarian
immigration issues with an uncomfort-
able choice. We can either address the
legitimate needs of the high-tech in-
dustry in the vacuum that the major-
ity has imposed, or we can refuse to
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proceed on this bill until the majority
affords us the opportunity to address
other important immigration needs. I
still hope that an agreement can be
reached with the majority that will
allow votes on other important immi-
gration matters as part of our consid-
eration of this bill, but I have little
confidence that this will happen.

I regret that we will likely be unable
to offer other important amendments
to this bill. For much of the summer,
the majority implied that we were sim-
ply using the concerns of Latino voters
as a smokescreen to avoid considering
S. 2045. Speaking for myself, although I
have had reservations about certain as-
pects of S. 2045, I voted to report it
from the Judiciary Committee so that
we could move forward in our discus-
sions of the bill. I did not seek to offer
immigration amendments on the Sen-
ate floor because I wanted to derail S.
2045. Nor did the White House urge
Congress to consider other immigra-
tion issues as part of the H-1B debate
because the President wanted to play
politics with this issue, as the distin-
guished chairman of the Judiciary
Committee suggested on the floor a few
weeks ago. Rather, the majority’s inac-
tion on a range of immigration meas-
ures in this Congress forced those of us
who were concerned about immigration
issues to attempt to raise those issues.
Under our current leadership, the op-
portunity to enact needed change in
our immigration laws does not come
around very often, to put it mildly.

It is a disturbing but increasingly un-
deniable fact that the interest of the
business community has become a pre-
requisite for immigration bills to re-
ceive attention on the Senate floor. In
fact, we are now in the week before we
are scheduled to adjourn, and this is
the first immigration bill to be debated
on the floor in this Congress. Even hu-
manitarian bills with bipartisan back-
ing have been ignored in this Congress,
both in the Judiciary Committee and
on the floor of the Senate.

It is particularly upsetting that the
majority refuses to vote on the Latino
and Immigrant Fairness Act. This is a
bill that I have cosponsored and that
offers help to hardworking families
who pay taxes and help keep our econ-
omy going strong. On two occasions,
including last Friday, the minority has
moved to proceed to this bill, and the
majority has twice objected. In our ne-
gotiations with the majority about
how S. 2045 would be brought to the
floor, we have consistently pressed for
the opportunity to vote on the pro-
posals contained within it. But the ma-
jority has turned its back on the con-
cerns of Latinos and other immigrants
who are treated unfairly by our current
immigration laws.

The majority has shown a similar
lack of concern for proposals by numer-
ous Democratic Senators to restore the
due process protections that were re-
moved by the passage of the
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Antiterrorism and Effective Death
Penalty Act and the Illegal Immigra-
tion Reform and Immigrant Responsi-
bility Act 4 years ago. There are still
many aspects of those laws that merit
our careful review and rethinking, in-
cluding the inhumane use of expedited
removal, which would be sharply lim-
ited by the Refugee Protection Act (S.
1940) that I have introduced with Sen-
ator BROWNBACK.

As important as H-1B visas are for
our economy and our Nation’s employ-
ers, it is not the only immigration
issue that faces our Nation. And the
legislation we are concerned with
today does not test our commitment to
the ideals of opportunity and freedom
that America has represented at its
best. Those tests will apparently be left
for another day, or another Congress.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HATCH. 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. HATCH. Mr. President, I want to
answer some of the comments made by
our colleagues from the other side yes-
terday and today.

We have been on the floor this week
supposedly debating the H-1B bill.
That is S. 2045. This bill is an ex-
tremely important measure. It is
aimed at alleviating both short- and
long-term problems in the inadequate
supply of a highly skilled worker force
in our dynamic and expanding high-
tech economy.

The debate has turned into quite a
different matter. My colleagues on the
other side stood on the floor yesterday
talking about the so-called Latino fair-
ness legislation and insisting, time and
time again, for a vote on this unrelated
measure.

Let’s review where we are. The high-
tech community wants this H-1B bill
without amendment. My colleagues on
both sides voted overwhelmingly for
cloture; meaning, ending the debate.
Cloture would knock out nongermane
amendments which, of course, would
knock out the so-called Latino fairness
amendment as well.

The last time I looked, a vote in sup-
port of cloture meant that we support
consideration of legislation without—I
emphasize that word ‘‘without’’—unre-
lated, nongermane amendments, such
as the so-called Latino fairness bill.
This bill, by the way, was only filed on
July 25 of this year. If it was so impor-
tant, why was it filed so late in the ses-
sion, without the opportunity for hear-
ings or committee consideration?

Talk about trying to have it both
ways. I guess this is a brilliant polit-
ical move if you don’t think about it
too closely, the ultimate effort to try
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to have it both ways: Give the high-
tech community a cloture vote and at
the same time continue to maneuver to
get around what that cloture vote
means.

So there we have it. I don’t recall
seeing a spectacle of this sort in all of
my years in the Senate.

Having said that, let me now join my
colleagues in this discussion on the so-
called Latino fairness legislation.
There was a great deal of talk yester-
day. Some of it was shameless. The
talk was about due process, about the
need for more unskilled workers in this
country, and about the hardship of the
parents of American-citizen children.
Much of the rhetoric does not meet re-
ality.

My colleagues on the other side
argue that they want to vote on S. 2912,
the so-called Latino fairness act. I real-
ly wonder if most in the Senate under-
stand and appreciate what is involved
in this costly, far-reaching bill that
has never had a day of hearings.

This is no limited measure, to undo a
previous wrong to a limited class of im-
migrants who otherwise might have
been eligible for amnesty under the
1986 act. Rather, this is a major new
amnesty program, without 1 day of
hearings, with a price tag of almost
$1.4 billion, with major implications
for our national policy on immigration.

For years, as Chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee, I have watched the Im-
migration Subcommittee, and I have
helped to steer through and monitor
and help make immigration policy in
this country. That policy works well,
to a large degree, but there are cer-
tainly areas that we can improve. I can
tell you that some are trying to turn
this bipartisan policy upside down.

I will begin by saying that I have
been a long-time supporter of legal im-
migration. That is what has built this
country. It has made this country the
greatest country in the world.

I believe in legal immigration. In
connection with the 1996 immigration
reform legislation, I fought long and
hard against those who wanted to cut
legal family immigration and other
categories. At that and other times, it
has been my view that our emphasis
ought to be on combating illegal, not
legal, immigration.

The bill before us, however, while
termed ‘‘Latino fairness,’” does nothing
to increase or preserve the categories
of legal immigrants allowed in this
country on an annual basis. It does
nothing to shorten the long waiting pe-
riod or the hurdles that persons wait-
ing years to come to this country—peo-
ple who play by the rules and wait
their turn—have to go through.

In contrast, what we hear now is an
urgent call to grant broad amnesty to
what could be up to 2 million illegal
aliens. Let’s be clear about what is at
issue here. Some refer to the fact that
a certain class of persons who may
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have been entitled to amnesty in 1986
have been unfairly treated and should
therefore be granted amnesty now.
That is one issue—and I am certainly
prepared to discuss that issue in our
committee, with full hearings, and re-
solve any inequities that exist. I am
certainly prepared to discuss that, but
only outside the context of S. 2045, a
bill that virtually everybody in this
body wants because it will allow us to
stay in the forefront of our global,
high-tech economy.

Again, I am prepared to discuss, out-
side of this bill, what we might be able
to do to help that so-called 1982 class of
immigrants. But that is not really
what S. 2912 is about. This bill that
some now want to attach to the H-1B
bill, would ensure its death in the
House of Representatives; it would
never see the light of day. The fact is—
this bill also covers that 1982 class, but
also hundreds of thousands, if not mil-
lions, of illegal aliens who were never
eligible for amnesty under the 1986 act.

This is a difficult issue and one with
major policy implications for the fu-
ture. When we supported amnesty in
1986—and I believe there were several
million people granted amnesty at that
time—it was not with the assumption
that this was going to be a continuous
process.

What kind of signal does this type of
‘“‘urgency’’ send? On one hand, the Gov-
ernment spends millions each year to
combat illegal immigration and de-
ports thousands of persons each year
who are here illegally. But if an illegal
alien can manage to escape law en-
forcement for long enough, we reward
that person with citizenship, or at
least permanent resident status, fol-
lowed by the right to apply for citizen-
ship after 5 years of living here.

That is a slap in the face to all of
those who have abided by the rules and
who have been here legally. If there are
inequities, I am willing to work them
out, but let’s do it through hearings,
through a thorough examination. Let’s
not do it through a political sham that
has been thrust upon us on the floor for
no other reason than because they are
worried on the other side that George
Bush appeals to the Hispanic commu-
nity. We know he gets about 50 percent
of the Hispanic vote in Texas, and
there is good reason for it.

Hispanic children are now reading at
better levels. The Hispanic people have
been helped greatly in Texas by the
Bush administration. Our colleagues on
the other side are deathly afraid that if
he continues to do that, the Hispanic
vote—which they just take for grant-
ed—is going to suddenly go to George
Bush and the Republicans. Well, I don’t
blame them for that, because I think
that is what is going to happen.

As chairman of the Republican Sen-
atorial Hispanic Task Force, which I
helped to start years ago, I know that
the Hispanics are out there watching
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both parties and seeing who really has
their interests at heart. We have done
more with that task force—not just by
throwing money at problems—than the
other side ever dreamed of.

Further, I hope my colleagues are
aware of the cost of this bill to Amer-
ican taxpayers. I don’t mind the costs
if we are doing something that is abso-
lutely right. As I said, I am willing to
go through the appropriate hearing
process. I do that every day in my work
as a Senator in solving immigration
problems—as a lot of Senators do. But
we ought to take into consideration
the costs of this to the American tax-
payers—giving amnesty to up to 2 mil-
lion illegal aliens.

Specifically, a draft and preliminary
CBO estimate indicates this bill comes
with a price tag just short of $1.4 bil-
lion over 10 years. But that is a con-
servative estimate because the amend-
ment actually filed yesterday goes way
beyond S. 2912 on amnesty. Not only
was S. 2912, the so-called the Latino
Fairness Act, filed on July 25, but the
amendment filed yesterday goes even
beyond what their original bill. The
amendment’s proponents argue that it
just consists of a simple due process
restoration. But, in fact, it not only
gives hundreds of thousands, if not mil-
lions, additional illegal immigrants
amnesty who have been here since 1986,
it appears to be a rolling amnesty
measure!

In this highly charged political area,
we ought to try and get together in a
bipartisan manner. But some of my
friends on the other side seem to want
to play politics with this issue. They
try to act as if they are for Hispanics.
But what they are in fact doing is ig-
noring those who play by the rules,
who are here legally, in favor of those
who are here illegally and who have
broken the rules. It is a slap in the face
to all of those who have played by the
rules.

What do I mean by a rolling amnesty
measure? It means the amnesty provi-
sion continues and expands for the next
6 years. That is right, Mr. President. If
illegal aliens can manage to avoid au-
thorities until 2006—if they can avoid
authorities for that long—they auto-
matically get amnesty, and that is a
stepping stone to citizenship for people
who have violated our laws and are
here illegally. Again, if there are peo-
ple who are being injured who should
not be, people who really have due
process rights, or who ought to have
consideration, I am willing to work on
that with my colleagues on the other
side in a bipartisan way to do some-
thing that really works. We do that
regularly anyway. But to just throw
this open on a rolling amnesty basis for
6 solid years is not the way to go; we
are talking about millions of people
who are here illegally being automati-
cally given the right to apply for citi-
zenship in a few years.
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Mr. President, what are we doing
here? We devote hundreds of millions
of dollars each year to try and control
illegal immigration. What does this so-
called fairness bill do? It rewards per-
sons for their illegal activity. It says
let’s keep fighting illegal immigration,
but if certain persons succeed in evad-
ing the law for long enough, they get
rewarded by being allowed to stay, get
permanent resident status, and 5 years
later can apply for citizenship, in con-
trast to all of those millions who have
legally come into this country under
legal immigration rules and regula-
tions, who have abided by the law, and
who basically have paid the appro-
priate price to get here.

We have also heard about the need
for more workers. I agree with that.
Why don’t we address and examine this
need, however, in the right way? Why
don’t we examine increasing the num-
ber of legal immigrants allowed to
come here? Why don’t we consider lift-
ing certain of those caps? I don’t see
anyone on the other side of the aisle
arguing for that. It would seem to me
if they want to argue for having more
immigrants in this country—and I
might go along with this—that we
ought to lift the caps. I have to admit
that there are those in this body who
do not want to lift those caps—but at
least in the other body for sure. That is
the appropriate way to do that.

During our debate in the 1996 act, the
Democrats offered, and the committee
unanimously agreed, to curb the num-
ber of legal, unskilled workers coming
to this country. Why did they do that?
Because their No. 1 supporters in the
country—the trade union movement in
this country—believe that they would
take jobs; that if we lifted the caps
there would be more legal immigrants
coming into this country that would
take jobs away from American work-
ers.

It is amazing to me that they
wouldn’t allow the caps lifted then for
that reason, and now they want the
broad amnesty. They want to allow up
to 2 million illegal immigrants in here
because everybody realizes there is a
shortage of workers right now.

I am willing to consider lifting those
caps, and do it legally and do it the
right way. I would be willing to do
that. But without hearings, and with-
out a really thorough examination of
this, I am not willing to just wholesale
have a rolling amnesty provision that
would allow millions of illegal aliens
who haven’t played by the rules to
have a wide open street to citizenship
while many people who are applying le-
gally can’t get in and who really need
to get in.

I agree with the need to reexamine
our position on lifting the caps on legal
immigration. Let’s do that. I am will-
ing to hold hearings, or make sure the
subcommittee holds the hearings on
that. By the way, they have held some
hearings.
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I have to say that generally the two
leaders on the Subcommittee on Immi-
gration, Senator ABRAHAM from Michi-
gan and Senator KENNEDY from Massa-
chusetts, have worked well together.
But all of a sudden, there’s a chance to
score political points, they think. I
don’t think they are getting political
points. If I was a legal Hispanic, or a
legal Chinese, or a legal person from
any other country, I would resent
knowing how difficult it was for me to
become a legal immigrant while people
who are trying to make it possible for
those who are illegally here to be able
to become citizens without obeying the
same rules. I suspect there is going to
be a lot of resentment, if people really
understand this.

While we are at it, why don’t we do
something to get the INS to move more
swiftly—the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service—to move more
swiftly on applications for legal immi-
grants? That would be real Latino fair-
ness. That is what we ought to be doing
on the floor.

There isn’t a person in this body who
cares more for family unification than
I do. There are some who are certainly
my equal here. But nobody exceeds my
desire to bring families together, a
point brought out yesterday. I fought
for years on this issue. Every day we
are working on immigration problems
to try to solve the problem of bringing
families together in my offices in Utah
and here.

If we really care about family reuni-
fication, why don’t we do something
about the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service? Why should parents, chil-
dren, and spouses have to stay on a
waiting list for years? I would like to
hear more comments from the other
side on that. But every time you try to
lift the caps, their friends in the union
movement come in and say: You can’t
do that. You might take jobs away
from union workers.

Under the H-1B bill, we are not tak-
ing jobs away from union workers or
from anyone else. We are trying to
maintain our dominant status through-
out the world in the high-tech world.
We are trying to make sure we keep
the people here who can really help us
do that. That bill provides that those
who are highly educated in our univer-
sities have a right to stay here and
work. This is the bill we are talking
about. It is a step in the right direction
to get us there.

What does this so-called Latino fair-
ness amendment, or bill, that they
filed so late in this Presidential year
say to families who played by the
rules? It doesn’t say obey the laws and
wait your turn. It says we are going to
make special favors for those of you
who are here illegally, and we are
going to do it on a rolling amnesty
basis over the next 6 years. They are
just going to have the right to become
citizens, while others have had to abide



September 27, 2000

by the rules—rules that have been set
over decades and decades.

I challenge anybody on the other side
to work with me in helping to resolve
these problems. I am willing to do that.
I don’t need a lecture from people on
the other side about families who have
been split up. I think it is abysmal to
have families split up. I am willing to
work to try and solve that problem,
but it takes both sides to do it.

Last but not least, it is no secret
that our committee handles intellec-
tual property in many of the high-tech
issues in this country. Last year we
passed one of the most important bills
in patent changes in the history of the
country—certainly in the last 50 years.
We passed a number of other high-tech
bills to make a real difference.

We have done an awful lot to make
sure our high-tech world in this coun-
try stays at the top of the ladder.

I just came from the Finance Com-
mittee upon which I sit where I made a
principal argument that we need to get
this new bill through that Chairman
ROTH is working on with the ranking
member, Senator MOYNIHAN, to have a
broadband tax credit which we need
now.

S. 2045 is one of the most important
high-tech bills in this Congress. Every-
body here, except for about three peo-
ple, believes it should pass. Almost ev-
erybody on both sides of the floor has
said it should pass. Everybody says it
is a very important bill.

The fact is, there are people in this
body who are scared to death that Re-
publicans might make inroads with the
Hispanic community. I know that be-
cause I am chairman of the Republican
Senatorial Standing Task Force. We
have been working for better than 10
years on Hispanic affairs.

We don’t care whether Democrats,
Independents, or Republicans are on
our task force. In fact, we have all
three there. We don’t care if they are
Conservatives, Liberals, or Independ-
ents. They are all there. I have to tell
you that we have been working hard on
every Hispanic issue that this country
has. There is basically no end to what
we will all try to do, to help assimilate
the Hispanic people who are immi-
grants in this country into every as-
pect of opportunity that this country
has to offer.

To be honest with you, our country is
the No. 1 high-tech country in the
world. The reason we are is because we
have worked together in many respects
to get some of these high-tech bills
through that make a difference.

I prefer to see my colleagues on the
other side work with us rather than
against us, as they are doing right now.
I don’t want to pull this bill down, but
it is coming down if we can’t get this
bill passed in a relatively short period
of time. By tomorrow, there will be
three cloture votes overwhelmingly for
this bill. If Democrats don’t want this
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bill, why are they voting for cloture? If
they want to vote against cloture to-
morrow, I can live with that. We will
pull the doggone bill down and say to
the high-tech community, we are not
going to support you this year because
we can’t get enough support from our
friends on the other side. That is ex-
actly what I will tell them, and it
won’t be one inch far from the truth.

The fact is, everyone on the other
side knows that this is a critical bill. It
has taken bipartisan support to get it
this far. It has great hope for the high-
tech industry in this country. It will
provide more high-tech workers and
more high-tech jobs. Now, we may have
some difficulty getting the House to go
along with everything we are doing
here.

If we keep playing around with this
and delaying it beyond this week, it
will make impossible to pass it in the
end.

I know how important this legisla-
tion is. I have worked on high-tech
issues for all of my Senate career, and
have worked patent, copyright, and
trademark laws throughout the coun-
try. I don’t think anyone can say I
haven’t made a strong bipartisan effort
to make sure we stay at the top of the
high-tech world. The best way we can
do it right now is to pass broadband tax
credit and to pass this H-1B legislation
and get the House to go along with it.
It is the best thing we can do.

We are in an inane battle on the floor
because some people want to score
some political points. I was almost em-
barrassed by some of the comments
yvesterday—not almost, I was embar-
rassed for some of these people. Is
there no length to which they will go
at the end of this session to score polit-
ical points? I don’t like it on my side,
and I certainly don’t like it on the
other side. This is a time for coopera-
tion, to help our country get through
this year, and to hopefully spur us into
the next year, whoever is President. I
intend to do that. I want to have some
bipartisan support in getting it done.

I suppose we will have to go through
another cloture vote tomorrow—three
cloture votes on one bill that almost
everybody is for.

I think it is time to quit scoring po-
litical points and get the job done. This
H-1B bill is a critical bill for America.
It is a critical bill for American chil-
dren and American workers. It con-
tains critical bipartisan training and
education provisions to equip our
workforce for the 21st century. Those
are provisions we worked out with the
other side in order to get this bill,
something I agree with 100 percent,
that I will fight for in Congress.

One would think they would want to
do this and quit playing around with
the bill. The longer we go on this bill,
if we go beyond this week, it seems to
me it makes it more problematic
whether we can ever pass an H-1B piece
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of legislation with these wonderful,
critical provisions to help train our
children for the future workforce, for
the high-tech world they are going to
enter.

I have met with people today who are
prescient with regard to the future. We
have been talking broadband all morn-
ing. We have been talking about wire-
less. We have been talking about cable.
We have been talking about the crit-
ical infrastructure industries. We have
been talking about software. Almost
all of it is dependent upon whether we
pass an H-1B bill.

The rest of the world isn’t standing
still while we are sitting here treading
water week after week, debating
whether we will allow an H-1B final
vote. If this were the final vote to pass
this bill, I could wait another few days.
But we still have to deal with the
House. We are going to have to work
that out. That will take some time. We
don’t have a lot of time.

It seems to me we ought to get rid of
politics. I hope people watching this
will listen to the other side and realize
how political they have been. Yester-
day it was almost shameful—no, it
wasn’t; it was shameful—the argu-
ments made on the floor. It is all done
just for political advantage. Frankly, 1
don’t think they get any advantage.

I believe the millions of legal immi-
grants with green cards might resent
rolling amnesty for 6 years to millions
of illegal immigrants who don’t abide
by the rules.

This is an important bill. We can no
longer afford to play the political
games that were played yesterday and
apparently will be played through a
cloture vote tomorrow. I think the
other side ought to allow the vote or
just admit they really aren’t for this
bill in spite of the overwhelming clo-
ture votes we have had so far. I would
like to see that in this body, especially
at the end of this year.

There are those on our side who real-
ly would like to work with our col-
leagues on the other side in a bipar-
tisan manner. I know the Presiding Of-
ficer is one, and I believe there are a
lot of others who want to see that
done.

There is a strong suspicion among
many in the media and many on our
side that there is a deliberate slow-
down, with filibusters, even motions to
proceed, for no other reason than a po-
litical advantage. It really gets old.

I think once in a while we really
ought to put the best interests of our
country ahead of everything else. This
is a bill where we ought to do that. We
have so much support for this bill, if it
is allowed to be voted upon. Supporters
ought to be allowed to express them-
selves in a vote for or against this bill.
This is one bill where we can be to-
gether. We had 94 votes on this bill, in
essence, yesterday; only 3 against. I
suspect if we got the other 3, they
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would be for it, too, so it would be 97
with, 3 against; if they were against, it
would be 94-6.

But, no. Steady delay. Day in, day
out, steady filibusters. Now they will
say they are not filibustering. Then
why are they forcing a cloture vote
every day?—to have cloture votes on a
bill that virtually everybody admits is
a good bi-partisan bill.

By the way, I want to thank Senators
FEINSTEIN, KENNEDY, LIEBERMAN, and
of course Senator ABRAHAM. We have
all worked together on this bill. We
have accommodated Democrats. We
have shown good faith. I thank them
for helping. I think it is time to end
this charade, end the political pos-
turing we have had. Let’s pass this bill.

Start doing what is right. Live up to
what everybody in this body, except for
the three, I suppose, has told the high-
tech world—we are going to get H-1B
passed. But I tell you we are not going
to get it passed if this kind of charade
continues because I myself will bring
this bill down and then we will start
over again next year and hopefully we
will have a more bipartisan approach
towards it. I would hate to do that; I
sure would, after all the work we put in
trying to get this bill passed when I
know that could delay it 6 to 9 months
before we really are helping our people
in the high-tech world who drastically
need help.

I have been there. I have been out
there. I know the people, the top peo-
ple, the top CEOs in almost all of these
companies. I have been meeting with a
bunch of them this morning, everybody
from ATT, Microsoft, Sun Micro-
systems, Oracle, Novell—you name it. I
know them all. I don’t think they are
partisan. I think they like both par-
ties, and I think they help both parties,
and I think they deserve our help.

Frankly, to put us through another
cloture vote—it seems to me to be
inane. I do not want to accuse anybody
of lacking good faith, but I will tell
you after what I heard yesterday, I say,
my gosh, how can they stand there and
make those kinds of comments, when
you know if you want to really help get
jobs and get people in here to take
jobs, let’s lift the caps on legal immi-
gration but not change the laws with
one stroke of the pen, without 1 day of
hearings, and allow up to 2 million peo-
ple on a rolling amnesty over a 6-year
period to really become citizens, flash-
ing in the face of everybody who paid
the price to abide by the rules, it is
just not right.

Frankly, I am getting tired of it.
That is why I have gone on and on
today, because I am tired of it. I think
it is time for us to do something good
for a change, to work together and get
it done. I am going to be here to try to
get it done in the next day or so. If we
do not, then we will pull the bill down.
Then we will just throw our hands in
the air and say it is too political a Con-
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gress to do something worthwhile for
our country.

Everybody on my side is going to
vote for this bill—they have been there
from day 1—at least I believe every-
body, certainly the vast majority, are
going to vote for this bill in the end be-
cause they believe our future depends
on being able to solve some of these
problems that this bill will solve.

I believe we will have a tremendous
number of votes on the Democratic
side because we have some of the top
leaders in this area on this bill. I men-
tioned some of them a few minutes ago.
We have accommodated them in lan-
guage in this bill that makes sense. I
am saying on the floor of the Senate
that I would fight for that language be-
cause of our Democrat friends who
have worked with us to put that good
language together. I will do it in a bi-
partisan way.

But the high-tech companies are not
the primary beneficiaries. They are
beneficiaries, no question about it. The
primary beneficiaries are the children
who will benefit from the education
proposals here and the American work-
ers who will benefit from the critical
training provisions that we have in
this bill. Let’s pass this bill for them.
I have to admit the high-tech industry
will benefit tremendously, too.

What the Daschle motion says is let’s
ignore the rules of the Senate. Let’s
take the easy route. Their Latino fair-
ness bill says let’s ignore all these im-
migration laws we have all fought over
in a bipartisan way for years—and
many us on this side have helped those
on the other side. Let’s ignore those
immigration laws. Let’s take the easy
route.

There is a similar theme here. Some
want to have it both ways. This sort of
double-speak is why so many Ameri-
cans have grown tired of Washington
politics as usual. I hope I have at least
made the case we on this side stand
ready to pass this bill a minute from
now if the other side will allow a vote
up and down on this bill. If they do not,
we will go to cloture again, and then
we will see what we can do postcloture
to get this thing brought to a close
where people can vote for it.

Then, assuming we will pass this bill,
we will go to work with the House and
see if they will take this bill. If they
will not take this bill, we will go to
conference and fight very hard with ev-
erything I have to make sure there are
these provisions in this bill; that we
have 195,000 high-tech workers allowed
into this country and that we have the
right for those who are highly edu-
cated, in American institutions, to
stay here to work in our high-tech
world, and that we have these provi-
sions to help train our children.

Those are pretty important provi-
sions. This is a very important bill. To
stand here and say everybody in busi-
ness and all these companies want all
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these illegal immigrants to be natural-
ized—so what? We ought to abide by
the law. That is why we have immigra-
tion laws. Where there are inequities,
we ought to work to resolve them. I
promise you, I will work to resolve
them. I have been doing it for my
whole 24 years in the Senate, and I am
not going to stop now. We can resolve
them if we work together. If we do not
work together, we cannot.

I hope both sides will get serious
about this bill. I hope we can pass this
bill. T hope we can get this matter re-
solved. I would like to do it today, if
we can, but certainly by tomorrow. We
will look at it and see if we have to
pull it down if we can’t get this re-
solved.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time of
the Senator from California, Mrs.
BOXER, under the postcloture pro-
ceedings, be in the control of the Sen-
ator from Nevada.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Is there objection? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Madam President, my
good friend from Utah, for whom I have
the greatest respect got a little carried
away this morning. I don’t think he
would purposely call me or my col-
leagues incompetent—but he did. I
don’t think he would call us silly or
stupid, but he did. The word ‘‘inane,”
in a dictionary, means silly or stupid.

We have a philosophical difference in
what we are doing here. The fact that
we disagree with the chairman of the
Judiciary Committee does not mean we
are incompetent. It doesn’t mean we
are stupid. It just demonstrates that
we have a basic disagreement.

Mr. President, I want to go back and
start where the majority started this
morning, with the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee on Commerce-
State-Justice. Among other things, he
said we were crying crocodile tears
over here, and that this piece of legis-
lation only dealt with criminals. I am
paraphrasing what the other side said,
but not too much. In actuality they
said was that ‘‘criminals were coming
in, and attempting to do an end run to
get citizenship.”

The fact is, I take great exception to
that. The Democratic proposal would
not allow criminals to become citizens.
First, this legislation is not offering
citizenship. We are offering longtime
residents, people who are already in
this country, the ability to apply for
permanent residency and then perhaps
apply for citizenship. Second, anyone
applying for residency must have good
moral character. They also must show
they have good moral character, which
means that anyone with a criminal
record—not criminals, of course
wouldn’t qualify, anyone with a crimi-
nal record would not qualify for perma-
nent residency.
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These people are people who are al-
ready in the country. They are work-
ing, they are paying taxes, they work
hard. In many instances, in fact most
instances, others won’t take their jobs.

I think my friend from New Hamp-
shire, for whom I have the greatest re-
spect—he has a record which is out-
standing; he served in the House of
Representatives, was the Governor of
the State of New Hampshire, is now a
Member of the Senate—I do not think
he is suggesting that the U.S. Chamber
of Commerce, who supports the Latino
Fairness Act wholeheartedly, is sug-
gesting the U.S. Chamber of Commerce
wants citizenship for criminals. I don’t
think the American Health Care Asso-
ciation is suggesting we want citizen-
ship for criminals. I know that the
American Hotel and Motel Association
is not saying we should come here and
give a blanket citizenship to criminals.
I don’t think the Resort, Recreation
and Tourism organization is suggesting
that criminals be given citizenship.

We have a list. We talked about it
yesterday: The National Retail Asso-
ciation—dozens and dozens of organiza-
tions and companies believe we must
do something, not only to protect the
people who we are going to give the
right to come to this country, under H-
1B. In fact, we have given almost a half
a million people the right to come to
this country under H-1B.

We are going to increase it this year
up to almost 200,000. I have a couple of
different lists, and I could go to an-
other chart. These companies and orga-
nizations believe that people who are
already in the country also deserve the
right to apply for permanent residency
and someday apply for citizenship.

This is nothing but a typical red her-
ring. In fact, the Republicans, the ma-
jority, are saying: How could you have
this bill without even having a hear-
ing? That will bring a smile to your
face. The legislation pending before the
Senate, the energy bill, S. 2557, was
brought to the floor by the majority
leader and it has had no hearings.

To say we did not introduce this leg-
islation until July 25, we may not have
introduced specifically the legislation,
but I wrote a letter to the majority
leader in May outlining the legislation.
There have been long-time discussions.

In fact, we were denied a hearing in
the House. We tried to have a hearing
in the House last year on this legisla-
tion, but we could not. The chairman
of the Immigration Subcommittee re-
fused to give us a hearing, so SHEILA
JACKSON-LEE and I had an informal
hearing in the House. We could not do
it because the chairman of the sub-
committee would not let us have a
hearing.

The parity legislation was introduced
3 years ago. That is no surprise to any-
one. The registry has been in our law
since 1929. I introduced the same legis-
lation last year. We reintroduced it, of
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course, but it was introduced last year.
We had, as I indicated, an informal
hearing because we were denied a for-
mal hearing.

The chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee said: What about the July 25 in-
troduction? In his words, ‘‘Is this in-
competence?’’ The Latino and Immi-
grant Fairness Act contains multiple
provisions, all of which were intro-
duced well before July 2000. We com-
bined a number of pieces of legislation
that have been around for a long time.
Central American parity was intro-
duced on September 15 of last year;
date of registry was introduced on Au-
gust 5, 1999. These have bill numbers.
Section 245(i) was introduced May 25,
2000. Also, the one my friend from
Rhode Island, Mr. REED, cares so much
about, was introduced in March of 1999.
These proposals have been denied hear-
ings in the Judiciary Committee that
my friend from Utah chairs and the Im-
migration Subcommittee which Sen-
ator ABRAHAM chairs. There have been
no hearings because the majority has
refused to allow us to have hearings.

Let’s boil this down to where we real-
ly understand what is going on around
here. There are threats to pull down
the H-1B legislation. I dare them to
pull the bill down. I dare them because
it would be on their conscience. We
have said we will vote on H-1B—what
time is it now? Five to 12. We will vote
at 12 o’clock. We can have a unanimous
consent agreement that the vote can
start in 5 minutes on H-1B. As soon as
that 15-minute vote, which around here
takes 40 minutes, is finished, we will
have another 15-minute vote on our
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act.
We can complete it all in just a few
minutes.

If people do not like our legislation,
vote against it. There is a unanimous
consent request Kkicking around here
someplace which we hope to have ap-
proved soon that we vote at 4:30 on
Senator DASCHLE’s motion to suspend
the rules so we can vote on this. Keep
in mind, so everyone understands, you
can disguise it any way you want, but
this is a vote on our amendment, the
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act.

There has been a lot of talk about
the registry provision that this is
something new and unique, changing
1982 and 1986. This same thing has been
going on since 1929.

The registry provision originated in
1929. The registry provision has been
amended many times since 1929. In
1940, the registry date was changed to
July 1, 1924, and in 1958, the date was
changed to June 28, 1940. Subsequently,
the date was changed to June 30, 1948,
then January 1, 1972, then, of course,
we changed it to 1982, giving people 1
year to apply. That is what we are
talking about, 1 year to apply. Some
people did not file within that 1 year,
even though they qualified. People who
are here who deserve to qualify under

19597

the same law that has been changed
since 1929 deserve a fair hearing.

What happened? What happened is
there was sneaked into a bill a provi-
sion that said these people would not
be entitled to a due process hearing, a
fair hearing. So hundreds of thousands
of people who could have qualified
under the 1982 cutoff date were denied
that privilege, and we are saying that
is wrong. That is one of the most im-
portant parts of our legislation.

We are not ignoring the law with this
legislation. We are correcting flaws in
current immigration policy that have
denied people the opportunity to have
legal immigrant status.

My friend from Utah has disparaged a
number of people, in addition to calling
us incompetent, silly, and stupid. He
also said that because trade unions op-
pose some legislation, that it is nec-
essarily bad. Let’s talk about trade
unions.

Let’s see here. We have carpenters.
Carpenters: What is wrong with car-
penters? We have nurses. I wonder
what is wrong with nurses opposing
legislation, or I wonder what is wrong
with having people who work as elec-
tricians opposing legislation? What is
wrong with trade unions opposing leg-
islation? Is that any worse than the
Chamber of Commerce supporting or
opposing legislation? There has been a
lot of name-calling that has been un-
necessary.

We are playing around with this bill:
If allowing people who have been here
for many years to apply for permanent
residency is playing around with legis-
lation, then we are playing around
with legislation. The playing around is
going to stop because we are going to
have this legislation passed. The Presi-
dent of the United States has said this
will be in a bill, and if it is not, he will
veto the bill. He has also gone so far as
to say: I would like some support from
the Congress before I do that. He has
it. He has more than enough to sustain
a veto in a letter to him from the
House and from the Senate.

Our legislation is going to come to
be, and people might just as well real-
ize that. What Senators from the ma-
jority should also understand is that
we are going to vote on our measure.
We are going to vote for H-1B. We sup-
port it, but in addition to H-1B, we also
believe, without any question, that we
need to vote on our legislation. We
need individuals who fill a critical
shortage of high-tech workers in this
country. We support that. We also need
essential workers, skilled, and semi-
skilled workers to fill jobs, as indi-
cated by the scores of organizations
and companies that support our
amendment, our legislation.

I hope the majority understands they
are the ones holding up this legisla-
tion, not us. They can file 15 more mo-
tions to invoke cloture, and we are still
going to have a vote on our amend-
ment. One of the votes is going to
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occur this afternoon if the unanimous
consent request is brought forward. If
not, it will occur some other time.

We believe that the vote which is
going to occur at 4:30 this afternoon is
the first test to finding out how people
really feel about supporting this legis-
lation—not holding hearings in the fu-
ture, not saying we want to increase
the caps on legal immigration. I do not
want to do that. We need to deal with
it now.

I think what we need to do is not
talk about the future; let’s talk about
today, what we are going to do to make
sure these people in Las Vegas—20,000
people in Nevada; most of them in Las
Vegas—who have had their work cards
pulled, who have lost their jobs, who
have had their mortgages foreclosed on
their homes, who have had their cars
repossessed, who have had their credit
cards pulled from them, who deserve
the basic protections that we have in
this country in something called due
process that has been denied—we want
to have a due process hearing for these
people who have children who are
American citizens, wives and husbands
who are American citizens.

Today is the day we are going to de-
termine if my constituents in Nevada
are going to be given what every Amer-
ican, every person within the bound-
aries of our country, has a right to, and
that is due process.

What we have is a piece of legislation
that seeks to provide permanent and
legally defined groups of immigrants
who are already here, already working,
already contributing to the tax base
and social fabric of our country, with a
way to gain U.S. permanent residency
and hopefully someday citizenship.

I repeat, 5 minutes from now we
would agree to vote on H-1B. Five min-
utes after that vote is completed, we
will agree to vote on the Latino and
Immigrant Fairness Act.

I also say, if that process is not al-
lowed, then we are going to continue
here in the Senate to keep working
until people are called upon to account
for how they feel about this legislation.
There comes a time when you have to
fess up, you have to vote for or against
a piece of legislation. That is what we
are asking for here—a vote for or
against this legislation.

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

Mr. REID. If my friend would with-
hold, there is a unanimous consent re-
quest that I understand——

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BURNS). The Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, to has-
ten the moment of this all-important
vote, I ask unanimous consent that a
vote occur on the pending Daschle mo-
tion to suspend the rules at 4:30 p.m.
today, and the time between now and
4:30 p.m. be equally divided in the usual
form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

(Mr.
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Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I further
ask unanimous consent, notwith-
standing rule XXII, that following that
vote, the pending amendments Nos.
4201 and 4183 be considered adopted,
and the vote then occur immediately
on the second-degree amendment No.
4178, without any intervening action or
debate.

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

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, in light
of this agreement, Members can expect
two back-to-back votes at 4:30 p.m.
today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me
begin by talking about immigration. I
am a strong supporter of immigration.
I am proud that my grandfather came
to this country right before the turn of
the 20th century. I am proud that my
wife’s grandfather came to America as
an indentured laborer to work in the
sugar cane fields in Hawaii. In fact,
this summer, I had the very happy ex-
perience of our family donating to the
Institute of Texan Cultures in San An-
tonio a photograph of my wife’s grand-
mother that was a picture in a picture
book that men went through to pick
out what was called a ‘‘picture- book
bride’’ to send for her to come to Amer-
ica.

This pioneer came to America to
marry a man she had never met in a
strange country whose language she
did not speak; she came seeking oppor-
tunity and freedom, and found both.

That is a story of America in action.
Her granddaughter, under Presidents
Reagan and Bush, became Chairman of
the Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, where she oversaw the trading
of all futures, including futures on the
same cane sugar that her grandfather
came to America to cut by hand.

I am as strongly committed to immi-
gration as you can be committed to im-
migration.

I also remind my colleagues that the
bill before the Senate was co-authored
by Senator ABRAHAM, by the distin-
guished chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, Senator HATCH, and by
myself.

This bill seeks to allow highly skilled
people—many of them in graduate
school in America—to stay in our
country, to help us be competitive in
the world market, to help us dominate
the information age, and to help us cre-
ate more jobs for our own people.

I challenge anyone to point to a more
committed position in favor of immi-
gration than I have taken as a Member
of the Senate.

In fact, our Presiding Officer may re-
member a speech I gave once about a
young man who worked for me on my
staff named Rohit Kumar. I was debat-
ing, I believe, Senator KENNEDY at the
time. I took this young man’s family—
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his father is a research physician; his
mother is a doctor; his uncle is an engi-
neer—and I simply went through a list
of Kumars in America—h