Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
thank you very much.
SCHEDULE
Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,

we will continue now the debate on
Senate bill 1, our efforts to curb the
unfunded Federal mandates.

Last night we were able to come to
an agreement so that we can anticipate
which amendments we will be debating
today. We do not anticipate that there
will be any votes prior to 11:30 this
morning at which time we anticipate
that there will be more than one vote
so that we will be voting en bloc.

Mr. President, at this point, | suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMPSON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 175

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, amend-
ment 175 | believe is now before the
Senate, which is the provision that
would provide that there be a sunset of
this bill on December 31, 2002.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct. Under the previous order, the
Senator from Michigan is recognized to
offer his amendment No. 175.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair.

This amendment would provide a
sunset of the language which we will be
adopting in S. 1 six years after the ef-
fective date of S. 1.

That is a pretty long sunset provi-
sion. We had a shorter sunset provision
in S. 993 last year. And the shorter sun-
set provision was adopted unanimously
by the Governmental Affairs Commit-
tee last year.

There was a discussion in the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee last year
relative to S. 993 as to whether or not
a 3-, 4-, or a 5-year sunset was the ap-
propriate length of time, and we finally
agreed on 1998, which I believe was a 4-
year sunset at that time.

S. 1 has no sunset provision. It
should. We are skating out on a new
pond, and | think probably every Mem-
ber of this body wants to do a lot more
to force us to consider the impact of
what we do on State and local and trib-
al governments. My hunch is that ev-
erybody in this body agrees that we
should give greater consideration to
what the impact is of our actions on
the expenditure of taxpayer dollars at
a State and local level. | have felt that
for a long time. One of the reasons |
came to this body is because | felt that
the Federal Government, the Congress,
did not give adequate consideration to
the impact of their actions on local
government, in which | was an elected
representative. | was president of a
local city council in my hometown of
Detroit and took great umbrage at
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what the Federal Government was
doing to our budget as well as what its
programs were doing to our neighbor-
hood. I came here with that instinct
and it has grown.

The question is, How do we do it?
How far do we go? To what extent do
we use our internal procedures to force
consideration of these impacts? Do we
go beyond forcing consideration of the
estimates to make sure we have the es-
timates of the impacts? Do we create
points of order affecting points of order
down the road? That is one of the key
differences between S. 1 and S. 993.

I think all of us feel that we should
and must do better and that we have
had too great an impact on local and
State government. But there are proce-
dures in these bills which are com-
plicated, particularly, may | say, in S.
1. S. 1 goes significantly beyond S. 993,
which had the support, by the way—S.
993 had the massive support of Gov-
ernors and local officials last year. S. 1
goes beyond that and, of course, also
has the support of State and local offi-
cials.

But the new mechanisms that we
have in S. 1 are complicated mecha-
nisms. We added a new mechanism yes-
terday in order to avoid a problem. We
added a new mechanism in the Byrd
amendment. And it was a good amend-
ment because it got Congress back
doing the legislating instead of the
agencies down the road. But in order to
do that, we created another process
force, so we have a number of addi-
tional complicated processes in S. 1
now as amended. And we should make
sure that we can function OK with
them. It is just, to me, sort of the right
thing to do, that when you start out on
a new road, you make sure that you
have a checkpoint along the way. We
sunset legislation around here that has
been in place a long time to make sure
the programs work. As a matter of
fact, one of the first votes that | cast
to break a tie in the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee was to force the sun-
set of legislation. It was kind of a con-
troversial vote. | got a whole lot of my
supporters mad at me. It was one of the
first votes | cast, a few months after |
came here. | cast a tie-breaking vote
which would have required us to sunset
all these authorization bills on pro-
grams. The people who supported all
those programs were very unhappy be-
cause | had a lot of support from them
in my first election. They thought |
would be jeopardizing programs by
sunsetting. | said we ought to review
programs every once in a while. It is a
pretty good idea. We ought to make
sure programs are working. We ought
to have action-forcing mechanisms to
make sure this Congress, every once in
a while, goes back and looks at how a
program is operating, to make sure it
is not wasteful, to make sure it is car-
rying out its purpose. | have been a
supporter of sunset since the day |
came here. | think most of us have
talked about sunsetting laws.
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It can be argued that this is a proc-
ess, this is not a program. But we
sunsetted some processes around here
and when you have a new process, such
as this in S. 1, this is very different
from that point of order under the
Budget Act which looks at what the
Federal Government is going to spend
and makes an estimate. This is an ef-
fort to get an estimate on how much
tens of thousands of local governments
will need to spend and puts great
weight on that estimate, gives it a
great effect down the road. Even with
the Byrd amendment, it still has a
massive impact down the road.

I do not know why, if last year by
unanimous vote the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee put a 4-year sunset on
S. 993, which was far less complicated
than S. 1, we should not put a 6-year
sunset on S. 1. We should have some
sunset provision. Now, | offered the
sunset amendment, which was a lot
shorter, in committee this year. It was
a 3- or 4-year sunset. It was tabled, re-
grettably on a party-line vote.

I think part of the reason we have
taken so much time on this floor, by
the way, is because in committee we
had a bill of this magnitude which was
introduced on a Wednesday night a few
weeks back, went to a hearing the next
morning, was supposed to go to a
markup the next morning, and we de-
layed that for a day, then was supposed
to come to the floor a day later with-
out a committee report. That kind of
discipline which makes it difficult to
legislate was enforced in a number of
cases on a party-line vote, which is too
bad because this was a bipartisan bill,
with the then ranking member of the
committee, the principal cosponsor,
and Senator GLENN, the principal spon-
sor of S. 993 last year. Nonetheless,
that is what happened in committee.

| believe it is reasonable that we
have a sunset, just the way most of us,
I believe, feel we should do an awful lot
more in the area of forcing us to con-
sider the impacts of what we do on
State and local governments, since
they are the folks who raise the taxes.
We should be much more aware of the
impact of what we do on their budgets.
I think most of us also support sunset.
Most of the time we support sunset and
talk about it.

Why 2002? Well, two reasons. First of
all, the sunset that was tried in com-
mittee which was tabled was too short.
There was an argument raised that
that could somehow or other affect the
time that a constitutional amendment
to balance the budget would take ef-
fect. While I was not sure | followed
the argument, nonetheless, there was
an argument made. | have to believe,
knowing this person who made that ar-
gument, that there was a connection
that was perceived. That is not the in-
tent of a sunset. This is not to be con-
nected with any effective date in the
event we adopt a constitutional amend-
ment to balance the budget. One is
that | want to disconnect the date from
that issue and make sure there is no
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perception that there is some relation-
ship between a sunset provision here
and effective date on a balanced budg-
et. So we need a longer sunset to take
away that perception.

Second, we need a longer sunset than
the one offered in committee, because
2002, which is the date that we would
sunset this bill in this amendment, 2002
is the time when the money runs out
for the CBO to do these analyses. We
have to reauthorize dollars in 2002 to
the CBO and that is a logical time to
review this process.

So there is a reason to do both the
process review as well as to see how
much money it takes to keep the proc-
ess going at the same time. And those
are the reasons we have chosen the
date 2002 for this sunset provision.

It may be argued that nothing pre-
vents us from reviewing these proc-
esses like we can review any program
at any time. “We do not have to wait
until 2002, it will be argued. ‘““You do
not need a sunset to review a pro-
gram.” And that is always true; that is
an argument against sunset generi-
cally.

But nothing is much more difficult
around here than to take away some-
thing that already exists. Unless it
runs out on its own and you have to re-
view it, it is difficult to take it away,
to change it. We may not want to take
it away. We may not want to change it.
This thing may work just absolutely
beautifully.

My fear is that S. 1 goes too far and
we are going to find ourselves tied up
too often in either knots or in avoid-
ance, and that we are going to concoct
all kinds of boilerplate to evade some-
thing if it is too tight. If the shoes are
going to fit too tightly, we are just
going to find a new pair of shoes to get
around it. And, believe me, there are
ways to get around S. 1.

But we should not be pushed to
evade. That should not be the purpose
or the effect of what we are doing. The
effect of what we are doing is for us to
consider the impacts of what we do on
State and local government, not to
force us to find a way to evade that ob-
ligation and responsibility because we
have created a process which does not
work well. That is not what any of us
I hope want to do around here.

But it is difficult to change. One way
to make it easier, a little easier, is to
sunset something. And, given a 6-year
period that is in this sunset provision,
different from the one | offered in com-
mittee and longer than the one that
was in S. 993, | think it is a reasonable
approach to give us not only the oppor-
tunity but to make sure that we look
at this process and to make it a little
easier for us to change it one way or
another. We may want to tighten it
further. But if you bring it to an end
and make yourself look at it, you can
modify it a lot more easily.

So, for all those reasons, Mr. Presi-
dent, and my colleagues, | believe we
should adopt the sunset provision. The
2002 date is longer than the one that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

was in S. 993. It will permit us to do
some review a lot more easily than we
otherwise can, and will force us to do
that review, as well. We should make
sure that we have not put into place
something which is either not working
because it is being evaded or something
which is too tight and can be adjusted
or something which maybe should be
tightened up in some regard because it
has been too easily evaded.

I do hope we can adopt the sunset
provision because, again, of all of the
uncertainties that exist in this bill, we
should really want to review at an ear-
lier time. Let us make it easier on our-
selves to do that review by having this
reasonable sunset.

Mr. President, | was sorry that | did
not yield myself time, because we are
under a time agreement. | am wonder-
ing how much time | have remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 14 minutes and 50 seconds.

Mr. LEVIN. | thank the Chair and I
yield the floor.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from ldaho has 15 minutes.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, |
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Montana.

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

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, | thank
my friend and | thank the Chair.

My friend from Michigan makes a
very persuasive argument on why we
need the sunset.

If there has been one thing that has
changed the landscape of this body and
the other body over the last year, it
has been the added ingredient of more
men and women being elected to this
Congress who have freshly been serving
in local government. | think that is
why you see quite a lot of interest in
this piece of legislation, and why the
leader chose this bill to be S. 1.

I submit to my friend from Michigan
that we have laws now that have cre-
ated a lot of problems and still have
sunsets, but yet the law and the pro-
grams created under the law still con-
tinue.

A case in point is we have not reau-
thorized the Endangered Species Act,
yet it has been funded and it comes on
today. Many of those kinds of rules and
regulations that we are going to have
to deal with that really have an impact
on communities—wetlands, endangered
species, clean water, all of these acts—
are now being funded and are in place,
but have not been reauthorized by this
Congress.

I suggest, if we have created a prob-
lem through this piece of legislation,
we can fix it or unfix it here. But when
we rely on a sunset to fix the problem,
it does not get fixed. In fact, it rolls on
and it is a lot easier to say, “Well, we
will not reauthorize that this year. We
will continue it and we will continue to
fund it.”

If there is one thing that really has
the American people mad or made
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them mad last November, it is this
kind of a situation. So the sunset law
really does not have much effect. But if
there is no sunset law, it forces us to
either fix or unfix the problem.

We have bills being funded now that
should be brought up for reauthoriza-
tion and debated on this floor of the
Senate and in the House of Representa-
tives.

So if we are trying to get away from
this Federal Government, this Wash-
ington city, imposing unfunded man-
dates on local governments, then there
should be something that forces us to
either fix or unfix a problem created by
this legislation.

I am not saying that there will not
be some problems created by this legis-
lation, because | have never seen a per-
fect piece of legislation come through
this body or ever signed by the Presi-
dent. So let us make ourselves either
fix it or unfix it as time goes on.

I come out of county government. |
want to congratulate my friend from
Idaho, who has been recognized here for
his leadership not only on this piece of
legislation, but | think we ought to
recognize him for his stamina. He says
it has been very good for his diet that
he went off of over the holidays; it has
been good for him and now he is get-
ting back in shape.

Nonetheless, let Senators not take
this piece of legislation and make it a
meaningless piece of legislation be-
cause the Senator from Ohio said,
“This is a landmark piece of legisla-
tion.” This is a new direction. This
makes the Senate take a look at what
we do and the impact it has on our
State, county, and city governments. |
appreciate that.

I would submit that the sunset
makes no difference at all. In fact, it
alleviates us from taking the respon-
sibility from what we really do in this
body. | would not support my friend
from Michigan although he makes an
argument that is very persuasive.

I would not support this amendment.
I yield the floor. I thank my friend
from Idaho.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, |
just wish to thank the Senator from
Montana. | know of his experience as a
local official in Montana, as a county
commissioner, and | appreciate the
support in not wanting to see a sunset
take place in this legislation.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am
happy to yield 6 minutes to the Sen-
ator.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, | think
this legislation may fall in the cat-
egory where we put a lot of things that
we considered on Governmental Affairs
Committee to be some of the grunt
work of Government. It is not the spec-
tacular consideration of B-2 and M1-Al
tanks and things like that that are
easy to visualize mentally and get a
handle on.

| think the choice of the word “‘sun-
set” may be a very poor choice of
words. The word might more properly
be “‘spotlight’” or ‘‘searchlight,” that
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we will reexamine this thing under a
microscope to see whether it is work-
ing or not working. It is not automati-
cally terminated. Sunsetting, you are
saying you are using that as a forcing
device to say what we really will look
at this thing and take a good look at it
and see what is working and what is
not working.

The Senator from Michigan very
wisely, | think, tailored this to fit ex-
actly the money flow that is already
programmed for CBO. That runs out to
2002. So, in effect, before we reauthor-
ize the money for CBO, we will have to
take a look at it. This means that we
really have to put the thing under a
spotlight, a microscope, and really con-
sider what is going on.

We know around here unless we are
forced to do something like that we
only rarely will go back and relook at
a program and reanalyze it and make
sure it is working right. I would say
the reason | think this is so important
that we do this is that this is historic
legislation. It may be some of the
grunt work of Government. It may be
some of those mundane operations of
Government that do not get that much
public attention except a few editorials
and the local officials who see this as
being vitally important, as well as the
State officials for the unfunded man-
dates that have been sent down to
them over the years that are now just
crushing them in, and crushing them in
an economic vise from which they have
no alternative but to do what they
have been doing, scream to the Federal
Government for relief.

This is historic. | believe that this
piece of legislation is truly the first
piece of legislation that is going to
start redefining the Federal, State, and
local relationships, the first such re-
definition | think since clear back in
the New Deal days of Franklin Delano
Roosevelt. Prior to Roosevelt, people
took care of people. Communities took
care of their own people. Neighbors
took care of neighbors then. We were
not a mobile, flowing society with peo-
ple and families moving all over the
country. In those days, most of the
people lived in the same community
they grew up in and people took care of
their own, and families took care of
families, and so on. Then in the days of
the Great Depression this country real-
ly lost control. The American experi-
ence was in danger of going down the
tubes. We had whole sections of the
country moving out, the Okie going to
California, people no longer capable of
families taking care of families and
communities taking care of them-
selves. The New Deal came in with all
of its proposals that assumed many of
those responsibilities that the local
communities had had before.

That resulted over the last 60 years
in a mass of programs, some went too
far, some were absolutely vital to the
survival, to the social network and fab-
ric of this country. So most of them
were good. Some of them went too far.
Now, some of the Federal mandates
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have so hit the States and local com-
munities that they can no longer sur-
vive under this kind of an economic
impact without saying the Federal
Government has to fund those respon-
sibilities being given to us, or we just
can not do it anymore.

So this is truly landmark legislation.
We have come to a point where we are
redefining this Federal, State, and
local relationship. Now, | give that lit-
tle bit of background to say that is
why | think what the Senator from
Michigan has done is so important. Be-
cause | think to say that if at the end
of 6 years when the money runs out for
this and we are getting ready to reau-
thorize the money for CBO to carry out
their particularly important respon-
sibilities under this act, at that point,
we really will see how this relationship
is working. That is all he is saying.

“Let’s force ourself to look at it,
something we never probably will do
unless we are forced to do it by some
amendment like this,”” and say that at
that time period it will sunset, we will
reauthorize and look at it. Nobody is
proposing it will just go out of exist-
ence at that time. What he is saying, it
will sunset and we will have to reau-
thorize and make sure it is fine-tuned
and doing the job it is supposed to do.

I see this only as common sense.
That is the reason why | am so glad to
cosponsor the amendment and speak in
support of it. | think this truly is land-
mark legislation, and | think it is only
common sense that we require our-
selves to reexamine this new Federal-
State relationship at the end of this
first 6-year period. It will probably
take a good part of that period, the
first 3 or 4 years, to really get this sys-
tem working well.

We have forced upon ourselves the
discipline here saying that we will no
longer just pass things without taking
into consideration in advance the eco-
nomic impact on the States and local
communities. We are saying we are
forcing ourselves to do that, have to
make these estimates and we have to
have a vote that is required. It is not
funded or not authorized for funding.
Then we say a point of order will lie
against it and we have to have a spe-
cific vote to go beyond that point and
even consider that legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
yielded has expired.

Mr. LEVIN. I am happy to yield one
minute additional.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, we are
saying we force ourselves to do that.
This is very complicated, what we have
gotten into with the proposed amend-
ments here on the floor. It is very, very
complex, very, very, intricate.

Dr. Weiss, our staff director on Gov-
ernmental Affairs, drew up overnight a
flowchart which |1 wish we had a print
of it but | know this proposal will not
be visible on TV, but it shows the intri-
cate pattern of what can happen to an
amendment once it is submitted, and it
either goes through a ““yes” track or a
“no”” track. This is a very complicated
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piece of legislation. I know flowcharts
like this always look more complicated
than maybe are real and practical in
every day life, but this is not a simple
bill. It redefines the whole Federal,
State, and local relationship.

I think Senator LEVIN is quite right
in saying we should force ourselves,
put in law that we know at the end of
this period we will truly have to recon-
sider this thing. That is exactly what
we will do. At that time we will fine-
tune it and see where we will go from
there. This is redefining the whole Fed-
eral-State relationship. It is landmark
legislation. The least we can do is look
at it at the end of this funding period
and make absolutely concern it is
working. If not, we will correct it then.
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, |
yield 5 minutes now to my friend from
Maine, who like me is also a former
mayor.

Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. | do so with some hesitation
since | have very high regard for the
former chairman of the Governmental
Affairs Committee, now ranking mem-
ber, and my good friend from Michigan,
Senator LEVIN.

I must say that when the Senator
from Ohio talked about this being
grunt work on the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee, coming from him |
think that is a bit of an overstatement.
A former marine-aviator-astronaut, we
like to joke from time to time, saying
what on Earth was he doing, and the
fact is he has done a lot. He has done a
lot and he continues to do a lot on the
Governmental Affairs Committee, but
the notion that somehow the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee would not
be reviewing and overseeing this par-
ticular piece of legislation, | think, is
not entirely accurate.

I have worked with Senator LEVIN
since | have been in the Senate. If
there is one thing we do, it is conduct
oversight. Week after week after week
we conduct oversight on virtually
every facet of our Government. | must
say that they are correct, this is land-
mark legislation. This is a new concept
that we are undertaking. A new rela-
tionship that we are trying to establish
with the States and local communities.

But the notion that somehow, be-
cause we passed landmark legislation,
that it is cast in concrete, | think, is
simply inaccurate. It is subject to
change each and every year. We can an-
ticipate that there will be complica-
tions developed in the implementation
of this act. It will be subject to the law
of unintended consequences. We will
see permutations and changes and com-
plaints at certain points in terms of
how it is going to ultimately function.
But that is what our responsibility is
on the Governmental Affairs Commit-
tee, to oversee exactly how a law is
working and is being carried out
through regulation and through its im-
plementation.
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So the notion that we are passing
this law and it will never be subject to
change is simply not a reflection of
what goes on in virtually every other
statutory provision, and certainly not
with something as controversial as
this.

I am not fond of recalling our experi-
ence with the special prosecutor law.
Senator LEVIN and | have worked on
that for many years now, since 1978,
where it has come up for reauthoriza-
tion every 5 years, and we had a sunset
provision. We have discussed on several
occasions making that law permanent
because we felt we had a vital interest
in seeing to it that we had a provision
on the books that remained there and
did not have to go through that period
of time where we were under the gun,
the guillotine coming down to chop off
that bill.

We knew it was subject to political
pressures and, in fact, it happened. At
the very end of the Bush administra-
tion, because of the opposition that de-
veloped for political reasons—mostly
on this side but not all—we lost that
bill. Nearly half a year or more went
by before we could bring it back up be-
cause of the political complications
that developed with this administra-
tion.

So | would like to see the special
prosecutor law made permanent and
not be subject to sunset because of ex-
actly the kind of pressures that were
generated against that legislation.

Mr. President, we can repeal this law
if we find that it is not working, if we
find that it is contrary to the best in-
terests of our country. If it is not real-
ly establishing a proper balance be-
tween the Federal and State relation-
ship, we can repeal it at any time. We
can change it, we can alter it, we can
reshape it. We can do anything we
want provided we exercise proper over-
sight. That is the function of the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee. That is
the function of the oversight commit-
tee that | now chair, with Senator
LEVIN as the ranking member.

So the notion that somehow we need
to have a cutoff period with the guillo-
tine coming down unless we take ac-
tion to reauthorize it, | think, is a mis-
take. | am sure there will be opportuni-
ties for us to reshape and modify the
law to make it consistent with our ar-
ticulated goals.

So for those reasons, | urge that we
reject the amendment, or, if a motion
is going to be made to table, | urge my
colleagues to, once again, support the
motion to table.

I want to reiterate my compliments
to the Senator from Michigan for offer-
ing an amendment that relates to the
bill, that is germane and relevant and
important.

My compliments also to the Senator
from Ohio for his steadfast perform-
ance on the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, doing the grunt work as well as
the astronautic work he does and the
more exotic items we share in the
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Armed Services Committee and even
the Intelligence Committee.

Of course, | will conclude by com-
mending my colleague who is manag-
ing this bill. He has been on the floor,
I think, at least a week and a half. It
seems like 3 weeks. | commend him for
his endurance and his steadfastness in
purpose in passing this legislation. |
yield the floor.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SMITH). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, |
just want to thank the Senator from
Maine. Throughout the course of this
debate, which has gone on for many
days, he has often been a strong voice
on this legislation, S. 1, to help us curb
these unfunded Federal mandates and
to deal with mandates across the
board. | thank him.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. How much time do | have
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan has 7 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first, let
me thank my good friend from Maine
for his usual courtesies. We disagree on
this one. We actually agreed on this
last year when the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee unanimously put a
sunset provision in S. 993. Senator
ROTH at that time, who was the rank-
ing member, said—now this relates to
S. 993, a less complicated bill than S. 1
—Senator ROTH said before we had that
unanimous vote that:

It does strike me that a 5-year period is a
pretty reasonable time to test these propos-
als.

I am not suggesting Senator ROTH
supports the sunset in this bill, by the
way. | am simply saying that last year
on a less complicated bill, with an even
shorter sunset, we had a unanimous
vote on the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee. And then Senator ROTH last
year said:

It is not that extended, and most sunset
provisions that | have been acquainted with
have been on a 5-year basis.

Then we took a unanimous vote. In
fact, | believe that the Senator from
Idaho last year, who is the prime spon-
sor of the bill, original sponsor of the
bill, brought a bill to the floor, and
supported a bill that had a sunset pro-
vision, a shorter sunset provision and a
less complicated bill.

As a matter of fact, last year we re-
ceived letters from all the mayors and
all the Governors and everybody else
saying, “‘S. 993 is just terrific, don’t
amend it, don’t amend S. 993, we were
told. Well, S. 993, as it came to the
floor, had a sunset provision in it last
year.

I am not a former mayor. | am only
a former city council president, but I
have great respect for local officials, as
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a former local official, and even if |
was not, | would have tremendous re-
spect for local officials. 1 know what
they go through. I know firsthand from
8 years on that firing line. | have been
through this grind. So | respect what
we are trying to do, what the Senator
from Idaho is trying to do and what the
Senator from Ohio is trying to do.

I happen to think S. 1 goes too far in
terms of a point of order that is going
to tie up this place. In terms of its gen-
eral purpose, | happen to agree. But we
have a national purpose to serve as
well. We should force ourselves to con-
sider the impact of these bills on local
and State governments. We have not
done it sufficiently. We should force
ourselves to do it, to get these esti-
mates.

But we should also realize that with
a new mechanism—a new mechanism—
this complicated that it makes sense to
have a sunset provision, for all the rea-
sons that sunset provisions are put in
laws.

I was intrigued when the Senator
from Montana said, “Well, we don’t
have sunset provisions in all these
other laws,” like a bunch of environ-
mental laws that he mentioned. | think
we ought to. | would have cast votes
for sunset provisions in those kind of
laws.

As | said before my friend from
Maine came to the floor, | cast a tie-
breaking vote my first few months in
office which got everybody back home
who supported me mad at me because |
wanted to put sunset provisions in au-
thorization bills to force us to take a
look every once in a while and make it
a little easier for us to cut back on
some of those authorizations.

No one has had more experience with
the independent counsel law than the
Senator from Maine. My experience
with him has only been for two reau-
thorizations, and he was on it right at
the beginning. He was there at the
birth. In fact, | think he was the mid-
wife—I do not know if that is the cor-
rect gender—but he helped bring it into
existence.

On the first reauthorization of the
independent counsel law—and we set a
time Ilimit on it—we made some
changes which were important. | think
the history of the independent counsel
law shows the value, actually, of set-
ting a time limit. We have made some
changes in that law. There was a gap
which created a problem, and the Sen-
ator correctly points that out, but we
have also made some changes to make
that a little more accountable. We had
an independent counsel that frequently
has been subject to criticism, and |
think legitimate criticism, for going
too far, for spending money which he
was not accountable for, for using per-
sonnel, for using offices, for travel. And
so we have reined in that independent
counsel. At least we tried to in some
ways. And the reason we did it is we
were forced to do it. We had a 5-year
limit. Without that 5-year limit, would
we have done it? Maybe. | hope so. My
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friend from Maine is an optimist and
an idealist in many ways, too, and |
think his hope and belief is we would
have done it. He may be right, but it
would have been a lot harder if it had
not run out and we were not forced to
do it.

Mr. President, how much time do |
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan has 1 minute and 20
seconds.

Mr. LEVIN. | will simply close by
saying that we had a bill last year
which had a sunset, which was unani-
mously adopted by Governmental Af-
fairs. It was a less complicated bill. It
was a shorter sunset. | think good gov-
ernment tells us now have a sunset so
that after 6 years we can take a look
and either tighten it or loosen it.

By the way, some people assume that
we would loosen it after 6 years. Not
necessarily. There may be so many
loopholes in this law we may want to
tighten it after 6 years. And an action-
forcing mechanism is a good thing
when you have something this com-
plicated. We ought to at least sunset it
once—once—to make sure we are
forced to come back to it and can more
easily change it. It is tough to change
things around here, but if they run out
it is a lot easier to change things
around here. When they expire, you
have to do something. Then change be-
comes a little more easy.

| yield the floor, and if I have any
time remaining, | reserve it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from ldaho.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
with regard to the comment that the
Senator from Ohio made, which | think
sets the stage for the historic nature of
this legislation, that is, that this is the
first legislation since the New Deal in
which we are redefining this partner-
ship between the Federal Government,
between the national, State, and local
components of that—when you put it in
that context, it is even harder for me
to think that in 6 years we are going to
wipe it off the books.

The Senator from Michigan has said
that we ought to review programs
every once in awhile. Boy, | agree to-
tally. S. 1 may need modifications, but
I would not be content, nor do | think
would the Senator from Michigan nor
do | think would the Senator from
Ohio, or any Senator, to wait for 6
years until the point of sunset before
we would make those modifications if
there was something that truly needed
to be changed. We would not wait. |
would not wait.

When you talk about what S. 1 pro-
vides, S. 1 is about accountability—ac-
countability—so that we will know the
cost and the impact of these mandates
before we enact them, so that we will
know what funds need to be provided to
the State and local governments.
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So with this being based on account-
ability, why would you sunset account-
ability? 1 do not think that it follows.
In our partnership that we are forging
in this new relationship with the Gov-
ernors and mayors, | will tell you that
I can stand here and quite enthusiasti-
cally affirm that the mayors, the Gov-
ernors, the county commissioners, the
school board administrators, do not
want to see a sunset provision in S. 1.

If there is a problem, correct the
problem. If there is a problem, correct
the problem. But do not wipe the entire
legislation off the books.

How long have we been working to
deal with these unfunded Federal man-
dates? | remember at the joint hearing
we had, my friend from Michigan, who
was the president of the city council in
Detroit, saying one of the reasons he
came to the Senate was to deal with
these types of issues, these mandates. |
know that my friend from New Hamp-
shire, the Presiding Officer of the Sen-
ate, has talked about this many times.
We all want to do something about un-
funded Federal mandates. So why is it,
now that we are finally going to do
something about it, we want to say in
6 years we will take this effort off the
books?

What sort of a signal does that send
to our State and local partners; what
sort of signal does that send to the
business leaders of this country that
try to base their decisions on some pre-
dictability, to say that, well, we will do
that but only for 6 years, and then we
will see what happens, because at that
point who knows what happens.

Mr. President, the sunset is not the
solution. The solution is to review,
make modifications when necessary,
but not to wipe this off the books.

Mr. President, | yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

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

Mr. LEVIN. How much time do | have
remaining? How many seconds do |
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan has 14 seconds re-
maining.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, 1 will sim-
ply say that last year we were told any
amendment to last year’s bill would be
viewed as a bill killer. That is what we
were told by the National Governors
Association, the legislatures, and coun-
ties. Last year’s bill had a sunset in it.
They opposed knocking out the sunset
last year because they opposed any
amendment and sunset was in the bill.

What has changed since last year?
The Senator from ldaho supported sun-
set last year. What has changed since
last year? You do not have to wait
until 6 years comes to change the bill.
There is no implication in a sunset
amendment that you have to wait. You
can change it tomorrow. It just makes
sure we can change things more easily
if we decide to do so.

My time is up.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that | be yield-
ed 1 minute, 30 seconds for me, 30 sec-
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onds for the Senator from Ohio, so we
can just conclude this comment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Clarification.
The State and local partners last year
on S. 993 did not want weakening
amendments. Also, last year in the
draft on S. 993, | never included a sun-
set. | did not support a sunset. | did not
vote for a sunset last year. But | under-
stand the process. There were some
things in S. 993 I may not have agreed
to, sunset being one of them, but S. 993
in its form was fine.

I will now yield 30 seconds to the
Senator from Ohio.

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, last year
in support of the Senator from Michi-
gan, we had a letter from the National
Governors Association, the National
Conference of State Lesislatures, the
National Association of Counties, the
National League of Cities, and the U.S.
Conference of Mayors.

In their letter to all Senators, they
said:

Not only will we oppose any amendments
not supported by the bill managers, Senators
GLENN,  WILLIAM ROTH, and DIRK
KEMPTHORNE, but we view all amendments as
an attempt to defeat our legislation. We urge
the defeat of all partisan and extraneous
amendments.

The reason | support Senator LEVIN
is not to say we are going to put this
out there and sunset it and there will
not be any unfunded mandates in legis-
lation. My view is that we put it out
there as a forcing mechanism to make
sure that we have to consider fine-tun-
ing. We know around here we have
lethargy, we have inertia; we never get
around to some of these things unless
we put a forcing mechanism on our-
selves. So that is the reason | support
this. It is not going to sunset it and do
away with unfunded mandates. We
force ourselves to do it. We are forced
to take a look at it.

| yield my time, if | have any remain-
ing.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, | rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan which would establish a sunset
date for the unfunded mandates bill.

Mr. President, this is a fair and rea-
sonable amendment. Quite frankly, |
was surprised that a sunset provision
was not included in the legislation be-
fore us today. | remind my colleagues
that last session’s version of the un-
funded mandates bill, S. 993, contained
a sunset date.

It was my understanding, and also
that of many of the negotiators who
hammered out this bipartisan com-
promise, that we would have a sunset
date. It is unclear why it fell off the
radar screen.

Mr. President, | believe a sunset pro-
vision is crucial to the success of this
bill. A sunset provision will help—not
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hurt—this important piece of legisla-
tion. Let me spell out a few of the rea-
sons why.

First, sunset provisions are a com-
mon sight on the legislative landscape.
For example, the revenues used to fund
the Superfund Program sunset this
year. We have had sunset provisions in
everything from the crime bill to
school-to-work to the 1990 farm bill.
This is not an alien provision.

Second, we are dealing with brand,
spanking new legislation. It is untried
and untested. Like a product coming
off the assembly line for the first time,
this bill needs a trial period so that
any problems and bugs can be worked
out.

The Congressional Budget Office has
expressed concern over the analyses
that are required by the bill. In testi-
mony last year before the Senate Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs, Direc-
tor Reischauer gave a candid assess-
ment of the difficulty in completing
these analyses on a timely basis, not to
mention, culling reliable information
for them.

Now, a sunset provision in 1998 would
allow Congress to pause and examine
the job that CBO has performed to
date. We could then fine tune, and if
necessary, retool that process to make
this bill even more effective.

Third, a sunset provision is not going
to kill the Unfunded Mandates Pro-
gram. This bill’s time has come and |
see nothing on the horizon to lead me
to believe that it would be scrapped 4
years hence.

I would also point out that we have
57 cosponsors to date. If the legislation
lives up to expectations, we should
have no problem marshaling the same
support we have today. if not, then
Congress can begin the process anew.

Fourth, Mr. President, the unfunded
mandates bill does not operate in a
vacuum. We have to look at the un-
funded mandates bill in the context of
the Budget Act.

The caps and other major provisions
of the act—including the supermajority
points of order—expire in 1998.

Since we will have to revisit the en-
tire Budget Act in 1998, it makes sense
to be consistent and provide for a 1998
sunset provision in this piece of legis-
lation as well.

Mr. President, this is a reasonable,
well-thought-out amendment. | believe
most of our colleagues can support it.
In no manner does the sunset provision
diminish the effect of the legislation.
It merely demonstrates our commit-
ment to quality legislation that meets
not only today’s needs, but tomorrow’s
as well.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, | strongly
oppose this amendment, which would
sunset the reforms of this legislation in
the year 2002. There may be changes we
might want to make to the statute,
after it has been in effect a few years.
But requiring that it is be sunsetted is
another matter entirely.

This is not a Government program,
whose value might become obsolete in
the future. What we are talking about
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here mainly is establishing a process
for congressional consideration of cer-
tain types of legislation. | greatly
doubt that the premises underlying
this bill will become irrelevant in the
foreseeable future. We should always be
cognizant of the potential harm of un-
funded mandates, not just for a few
years.

What makes this amendment addi-
tionally objectionable is what it does
to the chances of ratifying a balanced
budget constitutional amendment. It
greatly hinders that likelihood. The
Governors and State legislators have
spoken loud and clear on this issue.
They have said that without protection
against unfunded Federal mandates,
they have little incentive to ratify
such an amendment.

They fear, perhaps not unreasonably,
that we might balance our budget on
their backs—by shifting our costs to
them through unfunded mandates.
They would prefer that the protection
against this be a part of the balanced
budget amendment itself. They would
certainly, at a minimum, want the
statutory protections of this bill in
place—and for a period longer than a
few years.

Every statute is of course repealable.
But this one, especially, ought not
have that fact built into it. To do so
would undercut the very purpose of
this legislation—to assure State, local,
and tribal governments that they have
gained respect at the Federal level.

Therefore, |1 strongly urge rejection
of this amendment.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, as a
strong proponent of sunset legislation,
it is with some irony that | stand today
in opposition to this amendment. But
there is a clear distinction between
sunset amendments that promote fiscal
responsibility and those that promote
political gamesmanship. And | submit
that this amendment is the latter.

Because | believe firmly that Con-
gress must act as gatekeeper when it
comes to spending the taxpayers’ hard-
earned dollars, | authored the Budget
Accountability Act as a Member of the
House of Representatives. This is sun-
set legislation that helps ensure great-
er accountability of Federal programs
and Federal tax collections.

For far too long, Congress has con-
veniently opted out of its oversight re-
sponsibilities. Without sunset legisla-
tion, Congress allows programs to live
on in perpetuity, unchecked, often far
beyond any intended usefulness. And
without better oversight of our revenue
code, we end up with excessive layering
of taxes.

Under sunset legislation, revenue,
and spending bills are reined in, no
longer automatically renewed without
regard to their viability or impact on
the deficit.

| successfully  attached sunset
amendments to nearly two dozen bills
during my 2 years in the House. But |
cannot support my colleague’s sunset
amendment today. Mr. President,
sunsetting the Unfunded Mandate Re-
lief Act has nothing to do with fiscal
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responsibility. | fact, this amendment
runs counter to the principles of fiscal
responsibility.

S. 1 is about relief—relief from Gov-
ernment waste, relief from an over-
reaching Federal Government that
can’t seem to get its hands out of our
pockets. Sunsetting a bill which finally
provides this desperately needed relief
doesn’t make any sense, and distorts
the original intent of sunset provi-
sions.

Instead of sunsetting good legislation
like the Unfunded Mandate Relief Act,
we should be sunsetting the burden-
some and inflexible mandates from
which S. 1 is designed to protect us.

Mr. President, as everyone in my
home State of Minnesota knows, you
won’t stop a dog from barking by cut-
ting off its tail. If we truly are serious
about eliminating wasteful spending
and providing tax relief, then | invite
the gentleman from Michigan to join
me in introducing real sunset legisla-
tion. In the meantime, | urge my col-
leagues to reject an amendment which
is strong on politics, weak on policy,
and runs counterproductive to the very
agenda the American people sent us
here to carry out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 197

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, what is
the regular order of business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote
on the motion to table the Levin
amendment will be held at 11:30. Under
the previous order, the question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 197, offered
by the Senator from Ohio. There will
be a period of 45 minutes for debate
prior to a motion to table, 30 minutes
under the control of Senator GLENN,
and 15 minutes under the control of
Senator KEMPTHORNE.

Mr. GLENN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, | call up
my amendment No. 197 at the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment No. 197 is the pending question.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, | rise to
offer this amendment to ensure the
point of order requirements in S. 1 lie
in only two places. One of those would
be just prior to final passage, before we
are getting ready to vote on the bill,
for its consideration once it has been
through the whole process. The other
point where a point of order would lie
would be when the bill comes back
from a conference where it might have
been changed somewhat, and so a point
of order could lie at that point also.

I think we need to think about the
purpose of this legislation. The purpose
is to know what the total impact of a
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bill is going to be on State and local
governments. They are not really in-
terested, as we go along, in each little
piece of legislative maneuvering that
we do here in the Senate Chamber.
What they want to know when a bill is
passed is does it hit them with a $1 bil-
lion bill, no bill, or does it hit them
with a new responsibility they did not
have before? States and local govern-
ments want to know what does this
legislation do to them? That is what
this unfunded mandates bill was all
about.

This bill was not supposed to be de-
signed to create a legislative quagmire,
some great swamp of procedural dif-
ficulties, that would make it so dif-
ficult to get things passed that even
the finest of legislation would have
trouble getting through.

A moment ago, | held up a flow chart
that my staff director put together
overnight that shows some of the pro-
cedures under this bill. I wish we had
time to get this thing lined up in a bet-
ter order on a chart so people could
really see all the intricate maneuvers
that go on here with the introduction
of a bill. Basically, each amendment
under the bill as it is now—this would
be each amendment:

Step 1, the Parliamentarian would
have a ruling on whether a mandate ex-
ists.

No. 2, there can be an appeal of that
ruling.

No. 3 would be a vote on that appeal.

The fourth step an amendment would
have to go through is the Par-
liamentarian would make a ruling on
whether the cost exceeds the $50 mil-
lion threshold—determining once again
if a mandate exists.

No. 5 would be an appeal of that rul-
ing.

And No. 6 six would be a vote on the
appeal of that ruling.

No. 7, the Parliamentarian would
rule on whether requirements for fund-
ing have been met.

No. 8 would be appeal of that ruling.

And No. 9 would be a vote on the ap-
peal.

That is what is in the bill now, and |
do not quarrel with that as a procedure
except to say what we are trying to do
on each piece of legislation is to find
out what the total overall impact on
the States and local governments will
be. That is what they are interested in
as a bottom line. That is the purpose of
this legislation.

My concern in applying the point of
order requirements for CBO cost esti-
mates for State and local funding to
floor amendments, as S. 1 currently
does, is that the procedure has the seri-
ous potential of just unnecessarily bog-
ging down the whole legislative proc-
ess. Why, when the final total, the final
checkout counter total is what we are
really interested in, do we want to go
through all this self-flagellation of put-
ting ourselves through a tortuous proc-
ess where an amendment could have a
point of order against it when it is pro-
posed and then, if it is still approved,
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that will have an impact on it being in-
cluded at as part of the bill because it
has been approved. So then another
point of order could lie back against
the bill itself. We have had appeals
from those rulings of the Chair.

At each point, then, as | see it, you
have a possibility—if someone is inter-
ested in setting up another means of
filibuster, this would be an excellent
means of doing it. All you have to do is
put in a whole bunch of amendments
that exceed the $50 million threshold
and exceed the point of order and you
have bogged this Chamber down for
days and days on end. | guarantee it. |
do not think there are many Members
of this Chamber who would vote to put
in a new filibuster process, yet that is
basically what we are talking about
doing.

We talk about the election last year.
Everybody putting something down
hangs it on the election of last year,
November 8, as to: We want a leaner,
better working Government. We want
to cut out all the complexities of Gov-
ernment. We want to make Govern-
ment flow. We want to make Govern-
ment efficient.

If 1 ever saw anything that is going
to make Government inefficient here
in the Senate Chamber, it is a process
such as we have before us now that ba-
sically sets up a brandnew filibuster
process. | know my colleagues on the
other side of this issue will say we have
to have accountability. The account-
ability that | think we need to provide
in this bill is the final checkout
counter accountability of saying we
have made our very best effort to as-
sess the costs of legislation. We have
considered the costs on the Senate
floor. Here is the relationship with the
States. And here is the final checkout
counter tab, after all the amendments
have been considered.

I know they will say at each one of
these points, if someone is thinking
about putting in a $50 million addition
to something or $75 million addition,
the accountability requirements of
having a point of order lie at that time
will mean they will think twice before
they put that in.

I do not think that applies in this
case. Because at each point where
someone thinks about putting in an
amendment like that, they are also
going to have to consider that total at
the time of reckoning at the end of
consideration of all the amendments.
We still will have a point of order lying
against this whole process. In fact, in
the amendment process someone may
say, we think your $75 million back
there was too much so we modify it to
another amount by this amendment.

Why should we have gone through a
point of order and all the other unnec-
essary legislative procedures along the
way, when what we really want is the
final checkout tab? So the accountabil-
ity requirement here, of making people
think twice, | think, is just as strong
under this as it would be if we kept
this point of order lying at every point
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along the way, which just sets up an-
other potential filibuster procedure.

I want to pass an unfunded Federal
mandate reform bill. | have been wed
to this idea with both S. 993 last year
and S. 1 this year. We have been on the
floor now for 2 weeks with this legisla-
tion and much of it has been misinter-
preted. Some of this legislation has
been misinterpreted back home by
some of our papers. | have been casti-
gated as though | was delaying this,
which I am not. | have fought and
fought to get going on this legislation
and get it through. But | want to do it
right. 1 want to do it properly. How-
ever, | want it to be very clear I want
to pass an unfunded Federal mandate
reform bill.

I do not want, at the same time, to
tie this legislative process in such a
Gordian knot that it will delay good
legislation unnecessarily, and | think
that is the important point.

Applying points of order to floor
amendments will just add bureaucratic
overlay nonsense and accomplish very
little in this whole process. | believe
that kind of nonsensical bureaucratic
overlay is not in the interests of the
Senate nor is it in the interests of the
State and local governments with
whom we are trying to deal with in
this legislation. To set up new, unnec-
essary procedures that can be misused
by someone who, even with very good
legislation, might want to set up a fili-
buster procedure by putting in new
points of order and so on, just does not
make any sense to me.

I understand points of order can cur-
rently be raised under the Budget Act
on amendments that affect direct Fed-
eral spending but have not been scored
by CBO. However, we are not talking
about direct spending here; we are
talking about estimates.

CBO has already told us that esti-
mates in some of these areas will be
fuzzy estimates at best. But we are
still required to consider the best esti-
mates we can get up front in this legis-
lation. That is the purpose of this
whole legislation. Fuzzy estimates for
mandates, which are a different animal
entirely, involve cost estimates for
87,000 different State and local jurisdic-
tions.

Therefore, we should not overload
the Senate with these new procedural
requirements that are just not nec-
essary on floor amendments. Nor
should we at the same time overload
CBO. CBO told my staff there is no way
they could score all amendments con-
taining possible intergovernmental
mandates under the short timeframe
that might be required on the floor.
They might be able to provide a rough
estimate, but it would require them a
little longer timeframe to get a better
estimate for us that could not be done
in the time that legislation completes
its consideration here on the floor. |
think leaving each amendment subject
to a point of order is just a prescription
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for additional slowing down of the leg-
islative process for possible real mis-
chief if somebody’s objective is to stop
a good piece of legislation by overload-
ing it with amendments that would ex-
ceed the $50 million threshold limita-
tion.

My amendment would see that the
points of order lie in two places. |
think this is a very logical. First would
be after we know the cost of the bill.
We will know the cost of all of the
amendments, will have totaled them up
and be able to say here is the cost, here
is the impact on State and local gov-
ernments, and now we have to decide.
Is that too much? At that point, prior
to final passage, the point of order
would lie. Then the legislation, if ap-
proved, goes to a conference with the
House of Representatives and we come
back out of that conference. Some-
times the House has different money
amounts involved, different require-
ments.

The conference report, as it comes
back after having been negotiated with
the House in conference, is sometimes
different. At that point, it may have
changed dramatically. So we need a
second point of order that will lie at
that point. That was the second point
of order. The main one, of course, was
just for the legislation. We have com-
pleted it, and ran through it. We have
a point of order apply when we know
what the total tab is. That is where the
main point of order will lie. If it goes
to conference, comes back with no
change or tiny changes, then the point
of order would probably not be required
against it again. But if there are big
changes that come back out of con-
ference, then a point of order would lie
at that point also.

The amounts themselves that have
been offered under my bill would not be
subject to individual points of order, as
is the case in S. 1 where this whole pro-
cedure can get so bogged down. My
amendment would reduce the potential
burden on CBO. It gives them a little
more time to refine their estimates as
we are considering bills on the floor,
and get them to us. This means we will
probably have more accurate informa-
tion. Most importantly, it will prevent
us from having the potential of playing
a 100-person game of negotiating a
complex legislative labyrinth of some
kind anytime we consider legislation
with intergovernmental ramifications.

Further, my amendment would en-
sure the conference reports would still
be scored, as is the case under S. 1. |
have also indicated my willingness to
modify the amendment to have the
point of order lie against only the man-
dates at the third reading rather than
against the whole bill. The bill would
come out—a point of order could pos-
sibly lie against it at that point before
you even get into amendments—then
take all of the amendments in toto and
have a vote on the impact of all amend-
ments as a separate point of order.

So | would be willing to do that, if
someone thought that was more satis-
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factory. But there has been no agree-
ment at this time by the other side. |
repeat that | think what the States and
local governments are interested in is
not our legislative quagmire here in
the Senate and how we may be able to
use something like this as another way
of filibustering. What they want to
know is—when the final deliberations
have been made—what is the total im-
pact on the States and local govern-
ments? That is what they want, and
that is what should be concentrated on.

I do not agree that this is some great
force mechanism of accountability on
each person who will somehow hesitate
to offer an amendment for fear that
they are going to be the ones that put
us over the limit of $50 million. | just
do not think many people are going to
be persuaded that is a big consider-
ation for them, and, in addition, the
points of order will be taken up later.
A point of order will lay against the ac-
cumulation of all of these amendments
anyway.

So they are under that same kind of
accountability restraint whether the
point of order would lie on their indi-
vidual amendment or the cumulative
effect of all of the amendments consid-
ered for a point of order at the end of
the amending process.

If we allow points of order to lie on
each floor amendment as it comes up,
it seems to me we are sort of going
down the road that will lead to a legis-
lative traffic jam of grand proportions.
Amendments will bottleneck legisla-
tion like cars on the beltway at rush
hour here in Washington.

In trying to fix the problem with un-
funded mandates, let us not go down
that road. Let us not create legislative
gridlock. | believe that my amendment
makes sense. | urge its adoption.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, |
yield now to the chairman of the Budg-
et Committee such time as he would
need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you very
much, Mr. President, and | thank the
Senator from Idaho for yielding time.

How much time does Senator GLENN
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio has 15 minutes and 11
seconds, and the Senator from Ildaho
has 14 minutes and 35 seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, first,
let me say to Senator GLENN that
clearly | am not one—and | want to set
the record straight from our side—ac-
cusing Senator JOHN GLENN of delay-
ing, as an instrumentality here; that
he has been on the floor trying not to
have this happen. Quite to the con-
trary. I am reminded, one of the Re-
publican Senators said yesterday, | be-
lieve at lunch, ““What are we in for this
year when it takes almost 3 weeks on a
measure that the Democrats are for?”’
That is sort of befuddling. This is going
to pass very heavily | believe. We have
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been here an awful long time. This is
an important bill. I want to address it.

First of all, there should be no doubt,
Mr. President, that this unfunded man-
date legislation and its enforcement
are intended to change the culture of
the United States Congress when it
comes to voting out of committee and
on the floor unfunded mandates as de-
fined in this bill. This cannot be ap-
proached cavalierly, and there will be a
very big burden on committees that
have jurisdiction over bills that come
to the floor that mandate costs on
local government that we do not pay
for. Let me describe why | think what
the bill does is precisely right and why
what Senator GLENN offers is not what
we ought to do because of the basic
philosophy of what we are trying to ac-
complish.

First, there should be no misunder-
standing. Points of order are not self-
executed. They are not self-executed.
Somebody has to raise a point of order;
point No. 1. A manager of a bill has to
be very, very careful that the bill that
is brought to the floor is not subject to
a point of order, or clearly that man-
ager and that committee understands
that it is subject to a point of order,
and could fail. That means there will
be a lot of care and a lot of political
analysis before you bring the bill to
the floor. That is number one.

No. 2, we used to say one of the great
qualities of the Senate is that if you
think of an amendment here on the
floor and you are smart enough, you
just write it out; send it up there.
There is no doubt about that. That is
one of the fantastic qualities. And the
person | remember so vividly over the
years that did that the best was Sen-
ator Jacob Javits of New York. He did
not need a staff. He would just write
one up.

What we are saying now is you can do
that. You can dream up an amendment
while the bill is working its way
through here. But we are changing
things a little bit as to one kind of leg-
islation, legislation and amendments
that mandate local governments to do
things and we do not want to pay for
them. In that regard, we say you had
better be prepared. You had better be
prepared and get the estimated costs.
And, if you do not have them or if they
exceed the threshold, you had better be
prepared to defend on the basis that if
someone raises that point of order the
Senate of the United States would
want to say on that amendment, look,
we want to waive it. We think it is so
important and we do not think we can
quite work out how we pay for it and
the like, we think it is so important,
we are going to waive it.

Frankly, | think it is important that
we understand that the United States
Senate understands that after the
adoption of this legislation, if the
Glenn amendment fails—and | hope it
is tabled—when you get ready to offer
amendments that affect mandates that
are unfunded, you had better be pre-
pared to defend them against the costs
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you are sending down. Having said
that, if a bill comes to the floor and it
exceeds the threshold, it is subject to a
point of order. Frankly, then a point of
order could be made, it would fail, fall,
or it would not. But now we have an-
other tree coming along, and people
want to offer an amendment.

If an amendment was subject to a
point of order and the Senate, in its
wisdom, waives it, then that amount of
mandate is waived and there cannot be
a point of order against the bill be-
cause that was added and increased the
threshold. We make the decision, and if
we want to waive it, we waive it. If we
waive it, then my understanding of
what we have done is you cannot then
raise the point of order against the bill
because the waived mandate makes the
bill subject to the threshold dimen-
sions.

On the other hand, it is true that if
we do nothing and let the amendment
go through—and that is the preroga-
tive of the Senate—then at some point
in time, if it made the bill subject to a
point of order, you can still raise it at
a later time, because that has never
been waived.

Frankly, | believe the Senator from
Ohio is overly concerned about how
this is going to be used. | believe the
way it is really going to be used is that
people are going to want to get their
amendments passed, and they are going
to do everything they can to make it
right by the Senate and to make it
right by this law, and if it is a political
issue instead of a dollar issue, they are
going to win it. That will be a vote
around here. Do you indeed want to do
it, even though it breaks the thresh-
old?

I am very proud that we made that
simple. There is only a simple majority
there, not a supermajority to do that
waiving. | think that means that since
we do not know the details of the fu-
ture, we cannot guess everything in the
future. We are giving Americans insur-
ance that it can be voted in, if it is
very important to America, even if it
violates the threshold requirement.

The whole theme of this bill is a
process for accountability. Heretofore,
at best, we did not know what we were
doing in terms of the mandate costs.
At worst, we knew it and we were cava-
lier about it. So what, change this
Clean Air Act and if it costs the States
$650 million over the next 3 years, so
what. Anybody that likes that ap-
proach should not like this bill. But we
are not going to be doing that any-
more.

So when you have a serious amend-
ment and you bring it here to the floor,
it is at risk, | say to fellow Senators, if
in fact it costs out such that it makes
the bill subject to a point of order. And
you have to work that. You cannot just
come down here and say it is such a
neat thing, | dreamt it up; | am run-
ning for office and | would like to get
it down here. It is going to be put right
up front, to the best of our ability, to
analyze and if some Senator is careful,
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he is going to stand up and say | raise
a point of order. Again, this is not self-
executing. The Senate can clearly, im-
plicitly or explicitly, decide that it
does not want to do anything about the
fact that we break the threshold and
order some mandates that are un-
funded.

So in summary, | think we will too
narrowly change the culture, change it
into a narrow way, and if we let in all
the amendments and at the end of it
all, we address them. | think the cul-
ture has to be changed such that
amendments are subjected to the high-
est scrutiny in terms of the mandate.
Essentially, that is the difference be-
tween the two. Yes, there is a little
more difficulty and it could be a little
more cumbersome. But do we really
want to make amendments heavily
scrutinized and subject to a point of
order then and there, or do we want to
do less and let them get through be-
cause under this amendment there
would be no point of order?

You could have a report saying it is
a $300 billion mandate on an amend-
ment, and under this you wait until the
end when everything is there and then
take it up. | think it ought to be done
in a very powerful, direct attack on the
kind of willy-nilly way that we have
assigned these mandates to our cities,
States and counties.

Therefore, I hope the Senate will
leave the bill intact. | commend my
friend from Ohio for his thoughtfulness
on this bill. | just believe that we have

a basic disagreement. The Senator
from New Mexico has a basic disagree-
ment on this. | hope the Senate agrees
with the Senator from New Mexico.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio has 15 minutes 11 sec-
onds.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, we dis-
agree, obviously, on this particular
amendment. | want to respond first to
the comment of my distinguished
friend from New Mexico—and he is dis-
tinguished and he is head of the Budget
Committee. He is very learned in that
area and | appreciate that. He com-
mented in the Republican caucus yes-
terday that one of their persons said,
“If it takes this long for the Democrats
to get something through that they
want, what does that spell out for the
rest of the year,” or words to that ef-
fect.

I want to set the record straight on
that, because | think there has been a
great deal of gobbledygook about, and
misrepresentation of, the Democrats
on this side with regard to what we
have done on legislation this year—de-
liberate misrepresentation, as the Con-
gressional REecorD will show. Last
year, we passed S. 993. | was part of
that, along with Senator KEMPTHORNE.
The mayors and Governors said: Do not
amend it, do not do anything, put it
through. Senator LEVIN brought that
up a little while ago. | read that into
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the RECORD. It was looked upon as very
good legislation. Why did we not get it
through last fall? We had it out of com-
mittee in August, and the Republicans
that now accuse us of all kinds of delay
had a 3-month scorched-earth, do-not-
let-anything-through policy that pre-
vented consideration of unfunded man-
dates or the Congressional Coverage
Act last year.

We finally got down to trying to get
a unanimous consent requirement to
let those two bills get through last
year and could not do it. That is the
reason we did not have unfunded man-
dates and congressional coverage
passed last fall, because there was a
policy on the Republican side, appar-
ently, to not let anything get through.
One day, after one of the votes on an
amendment, | followed one of the more
vocal members of the Republican Party
and happened to walk out by the ele-
vators, and he was saying, ‘“We beat
another one.” The press people out

there said, ‘“What was it?”’ He said,
“Who cares, we beat it.”” That was the
general attitude last fall that pre-

vented unfunded mandates, which | was
all for. 1 worked with Senator
KEMPTHORNE, who took the lead in this
area, and we had that legislation ready
and could not get it through. That was
the policy last fall. That is the reason
we did not get it through. Some of the
press look at it this year as just tit-for-
tat. The shoe is on the other foot, so we
are doing the same thing back to them.
That is not true.

When we came in this year, S. 1—
which is the successor to S. 993—had
been made a priority and was given the
prime designation of S. 1. It was des-
ignated as the prime bill that we are
going to put through this year. | fa-
vored that. That designation is great,
as far as | am concerned, because | am
for unfunded mandates legislation. But
the way they wanted to put it through
was to ramrod it through with abso-
lutely no changes, to show we are in
some sort of legislative drag race with
the House, apparently, and that we can
beat them. So what was the procedure
that was set up? It was set up this way:
We will introduce the bill one day,
have a hearing the next day, a markup
the third day, and include on that third
day sending it back to the Senate.
That meant when we got to committee,
there was not time to do anything on
it.

I go to markup usually considering,
OK, let us deliberately look at this and
make sure we are doing the right job
with this piece of legislation. Yet,
when we came to markup, they had the
hearing the second day, went to mark-
up the third day. We came over with
some perfecting amendments. They
were not delaying amendments. They
were to take care of some of the real
problems with this bill. There were
some things that had been omitted.
Color and race had been left out of the
discrimination clauses—substantive
matters that had to be taken care of.
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We were told there would be no amend-
ments. We tried to put amendments in.
They were voted down on a party-line
basis, straight across the board. We
were informed that there would no
amendments approved that day, and we
are going to vote this thing back to the
floor. They told us that on the floor
you can put in all the amendments you
want— we will consider all these things
on the floor. That is what we were told
over and over again. OK. We could not
do anything about that. It was also
stated we are not going to have a com-
mittee report.

Normally around here, for those that
are not as familiar with Senate proce-
dure as others may be, a committee re-
port is a very important document.
These bills that are put in are in
legalese, they refer to different parts of
the code, and you have to really decode
them to know what you are doing. And
so the committee report is what most
people rely on to look through and see
the provisions that are put in layman’s
language so you can understand it.

They would not even put a commit-
tee report in. They said we are going to
bypass that. The minority asked, ‘“‘How
are you going to take care of explain-
ing this to people?” They responded,
“Put something in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD?”” ‘“‘How about minority views
that are normally considered impor-
tant?” “If you want to put minority
views in, you should put them in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.”’

I have never seen such cavalier treat-
ment of the minority since | have been
in the Senate, and that has been over
20 years now.

We object. We had a rollcall vote on
the committee report and the minority
lost. So it was voted out and brought
back here to the Senate.

To show my commitment to un-
funded mandates, | voted even then to
send it out of committee and back to
the floor. | voted with the Republicans
to get it out of committee and back to
the floor, even though | objected stren-
uously to the whole procedure at that
time.

Now, what happened when S. 1 came
to the floor? This is where they say we
have been on the floor now 2 weeks
with this thing. Actually, what hap-
pened is Senator BYRD took up the
issue of the absence of a report and ob-
jected to it, and for the first 2 to 2%
days, we had a debate on the commit-
tee report.

The majority finally agreed that
they would do a committee report. ““We
will have it for you by tomorrow
evening.”” Tomorrow evening came and
went and there was no report, so we
had to wait another day to get the
committee report.

Then it turned out that the Budget
Committee had not submitted its re-
port, and there was another day’s wait.

So all these things on procedure
could have been taken care of had we
been able to consider this legislation in
committee, as we should have been
able to do. This representation that we
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have somehow delayed this legislation
is beginning to wear a little thin with
me. That is how we lost the first week.

Then they wanted us to consider im-
mediately taking up the bill because
the report was filed. Well, people had
not even had a chance to see what was
in the report. So it was finally agreed
to put it off over the weekend.

So the first whole week of consider-
ation, all last week, was because of the
way we were cavalierly treated in com-
mittee and because Senator BYRD in-
sisted on those reports being available
so all Members would have a chance to
know what was in this landmark, his-
toric legislation. And | view this bill as
being that kind of legislation.

Now, once we got into the bill on the
Senate floor and got past the commit-
tee report problem, then what hap-
pened? Then the majority said, ‘“‘Let’s
limit amendments.” Limit amend-
ments.

We had been told repeatedly in com-
mittee that we would be able, on the
Senate floor, to go through the regular
amending process. What happened?
Now they want us not to put in amend-
ments. Now they want to move the bill
real quick, in a drag race with the
House. And we objected to that.

In spite of being told that we would
be able to bring up anything we wanted
on the floor, cloture was filed when we
tried to bring things up.

Well, cloture then flushes out amend-
ments all over the place. Because if
cloture is invoked, you cannot put
amendments in after that. So every-
body had a pet amendment. And in the
Senate, not having germaneness rules,
you can put in anything you want. We
wound up with 117 amendments, which
was unnecessary. We could have taken
care of the important ones in commit-
tee had we been permitted to do that,
instead of having this legislative proc-
ess where we were rolled on the minor-
ity side.

Then, meanwhile, negotiations were
on as to what amendments were really
important. And so we finally wound up
with the list being culled down earlier
this week, and the ones that are impor-
tant, we will consider those.

That is an abridgement of how we got
to where we are right now.

So | tell you, I am wearing very thin
on this thing. | have been accused back
home by one of our major Ohio papers
of being one who favored this legisla-
tion last year but, for political reasons,
opposes it this year. That just is flat
not true. It just shows that they were
not paying attention to what was going
on up here on the Hill during the com-
mittee process, what we tried to do, my
commitment to this legislation, and
working it out.

Finally, this week, we were able to
work it out. Last night, working until
after midnight, we finally got a time
agreement on the final amendments
that are important. These are sub-
stantive amendments.

The Senator from Michigan, who has
brought these issues up, is a pit bull on

S 1649

this. He goes into these discussions in
committee on how the wording is going
to affect the council back in Detroit,
where he used to be on the council, and
the States, Michigan and every other
State across this country.

These are substantive matters that
are being proposed here. These are not
delay tactics.

If there were any delay tactics, it
was because we were trying to get a
committee report out that could ex-
plain this legislation to every Senator,
including the 11 new Senators on the
Republican side that have not been fa-
miliar with this process at all. There
was objection during that first week
and that is how we lost the whole first
week.

And so, when these little barbs keep
flying across the aisle about how we
are delaying things, I will tell you, we
are not being anti anything. I will tell
you what the Democrats are being on
this bill. We are being constructive,
trying to put legislation through that
has the fine points worked out in it so
it is operable, so we can make these es-
timates, so we can make sure that
States and local governments are
taken care of properly. That is the pur-
pose of this legislation.

The delay that we have had for the
first week was all because of the proce-
dures that were used in trying to ram
this thing through. We were responding
by saying, “OK, we want to have the
normal procedures here so that every
Senator will be informed.”

That is sort of how we got to where
we are now.

To say that somehow the Democrats
are at fault on this is incorrect. | will
tell you what the Democrats are doing.
They are trying to protect Senate pro-
cedure that protects Republicans as
well as Democrats.

I am just as committed to getting
this unfunded mandate Ilegislation
through as | was last year. | think we
worked it out. The amendment that
Senator BYRD proposed took care of a
lot of the problems, and | think makes
this legislation a better bill.

Was that substantive? Are we delay-
ing because of the Byrd amendment
that was put through yesterday? No,
that was excellent legislating of a very
important nature on a bill that is land-
mark legislation. The majority said it
was a delay mechanism when we
changed the process of how things op-
erate when bills go over to an agency,
and what they can do, we would have
given up our legislative authority to
those agencies. It was agreed on the
other side that this was something that
we should correct, and we corrected it.
Was that substantive? You bet it was
substantive; very important for this
legislation.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The Senator has 3 minutes
and 17 seconds.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, | reserve
the remainder of my time.
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Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from ldaho.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
we have had these discussions from
time to time as to what side of the
aisle brought up objections, what side
of the aisle delayed progress, and what
have you.

I refuse to engage in that, Mr. Presi-
dent, because we have in S. 1 an effort
to stop unfunded Federal mandates.
And, on behalf of the mayors, Gov-
ernors, county commissioners, school
board administrators, and business
men and women of the country, I am
not going to engage in what has hap-
pened in the past on the fingerpointing.

It is time for us to use that finger
and to draw a line in the sand and say,
“From this time forward, let us look to
the future in what we can do together.”

This is a bipartisan bill. The prime
partner on this bill that | have had has
been the Senator from Ohio. | am a Re-
publican; he is a Democrat. This is a
bipartisan bill.

It is about time that we quit just
saying ‘‘bipartisan’ if we do not mean
it, but instead demonstrate to the
American people that we can work to-
gether, because that is what they told
us they wanted us to do on November 8:
Stop the fingerpointing at one another
and start looking to the future on be-
half of the American public that sent
us here to do a job for them, instead of
being on each other.

I could bring up that last year, when
we tried to get S. 993 through, it was
the Republicans that cleared the deck.
They agreed, even though | had some
that wanted desperately to offer
amendments, they would withhold all
amendments. But we could not clear
the deck on the Democratic side, but it
does not matter now. That is past.
Maybe in different social settings we
could go over those war stories. | do
not think the public wants the war sto-
ries right now. They want the Senate
to enact this legislation.

So, Mr. President, with regard to the
specifics of the amendment before the
Senate, | have to defer to what the
chairman of the Budget Committee
stated. He has pointed out why he feels
this is an objection. | know the Sen-
ator from Ohio is sincere in thinking
that this may pose another filibuster
tool. But in the 2 years | have been
here, if there is one thing | have
learned, it is that there are ample tools
for filibuster, if that is what a Senator
wants to do. | do not think this will be
used as a new ploy in order to enact a
filibuster because there are a variety of
other opportunities to do that.

Mr. President, again, | would ask ev-
eryone, just as Senate bill 1 is prospec-
tive and not retroactive, let the Senate
continue, in the debate, to be prospec-
tive and not retroactive and show the
American people that we can take
something that is bipartisan. Let Mem-
bers pass it in this body today, send it
to the House of Representatives, get bi-
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partisan support there, send it to the
President, and have him enact this.
Then the mayors and Governors and
the American taxpayers will say,
“Thank you, folks, you did what we
asked you to do, and now why not do it
again on something else.”

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, | yield
myself such time as | may require.

I could not agree more with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Idaho. He has
been an absolute delight to work with
all through the last 2 years on this leg-
islation. We were very cooperative. We
have not tried to backstab each other.
We have been upfront on every place
we have had differences. In some areas
we do have differences.

We have a little difference of opinion
on this particular item. My proposal, |
think, would improve the legislation.
The other side does not think that is
quite the case, so we have a little dif-
ference of opinion. But the basic bill it-
self will go through.

All through the first part of this de-
bate, through the first week of this de-
bate on the Senate floor, | outlined the
procedure that was used to get this leg-
islation through committee, which we
objected to. But all through that first
week on the Senate floor, | refrained
from getting into some of these par-
tisan barbs back and forth and so did
the Senator from Idaho. He did not
take part in those remarks. All the
things that were coming up about the
political nature of what the Democrats
are trying to do, as though this is a po-
litical hotfoot we are using to reply to
last year’s scorch policy of 3 months in
the fall, | stayed out of that. There
were many of those remarks back and
forth.

I finally got involved with it because
| thought it was so unfair. Lo and be-
hold all that drumbeat, drumbeat,
drumbeat of how bad the Democrats
were and how we were trying to stall
this thing, drumbeat, drumbeat, over
and over, apparently had some effect,
as one of our major papers back in Ohio
made scathing remarks about me, sort
of implying that | have sold out. The
paper implied that the only reason I
am participating in the debate in this
manner is because of some kind of
party retaliation. That is not like me.
Well, | would say to the papers, in ref-
erence to the little special they had on
their editorial page, no, it is not like
me, and that has not been me. If they
had been paying attention to what was
going on here, they would know that is
not what was going on.

So when | hear my friend from New
Mexico get up this morning and once
again make a crack about the Demo-
crats being at fault, and will this be
the pattern all through the legislative
session, that someone remarked to him
about yesterday, obviously my skin is
beginning to get a little thin on some
of these things—blaming this particu-
lar delay just on the Democrats, when

January 27, 1995

I enunciated a little while ago the
processes that were used in commit-
tee—high handed, cavalier. | cannot
put any other words to it than that. |
have never seen any minority treated
like that in my 20-some plus years here
in the Senate.

So that is the reason that | wanted to
use some of my time on this amend-
ment. My remarks did not apply di-
rectly to this amendment.

Let me say to my friend from ldaho,
I think his remarks are exactly on, and
I hope he takes the opportunities in
the conference to get some of the other
people to stop making these zingers
across the aisle that are so unwar-
ranted because we know what happened
in committee and we know what hap-
pened last year.

He and | worked together to try to
get this together. He said we could not
get it through on the Democratic side,
we finally were delayed, could not get
it through the floor for regular debate
as would normally be the case. We were
only able to get it on a unanimous con-
sent. And one Senator objected to
unanimous consent at that time and
that prevented us from getting it
through last year without amend-
ments.

Mr. President, if this bill is enacted
as currently written, with points of
order applied to amendments, it will be
almost impossible to escape a point of
order on an amendment whose cost es-
timate—assuming you can get it—ex-
ceeds the threshold.

I ask unanimous consent to print in
the RECORD what every amendment
will have to contain, according to sec-
tion c(1)B of the bill, if it contains a
mandate of at least $50 million.

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

““(B) any bill, joint resolution, amendment,
motion, or conference report that would in-
crease the direct costs of Federal intergov-
ernmental mandates by an amount that
causes the thresholds specified in subsection
(b)(1)(A) to be exceeded, unless—

‘(i) the bill, joint resolution, amendment,
motion, or conference report provides direct
spending authority for each fiscal year for
the Federal intergovernmental mandates in-
cluded in the bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report in an
amount that is equal to the direct costs of
such mandate;

“(ii) the bill, joint resolution, amendment,
motion, or conference report provides an in-
crease in receipts and an increase in direct
spending authority for each fiscal year for
the Federal intergovernmental mandates in-
cluded in the bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report in an
amount equal to the direct costs of such
mandate; or

“(iif) the bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report includes
an authorization for appropriations in an
amount equal to the direct costs of such
mandate, and—

“(1) identifies a specific dollar amount of
the direct costs of the mandate for each year
or other period during which the mandate
shall be in effect under the bill, joint resolu-
tion, amendment, motion or conference re-
port, and such estimate is consistent with
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the estimate determined under paragraph (5)
for each fiscal year;

“(11) identifies any appropriation bill that
is expected to provide for Federal funding of
the direct cost referred to under subclause
(;

“(l)(aa) provides that if for any fiscal
year the responsible Federal agency deter-
mines that there are insufficient appropria-
tions to provide for the estimated direct
costs of the mandate, the Federal agency
shall (not later than 30 days after the begin-
ning of the fiscal year) notify the appro-
priate authorizing committees of Congress of
the determination and submit either—

‘(1) a statement that the agency has deter-
mined, based on a re-estimate of the direct
costs of a mandate, after consultation with
State, local, and tribal governments, that
the amount appropriated is sufficient to pay
for the direct costs of the mandate; or

““(2) legislative recommendations for either
implementing a less costly mandate or mak-
ing the mandate ineffective for the fiscal
year;

“‘(bb) provides expedited procedures for the
consideration of the statement or legislative
recommendations referred to in item (aa) by
Congress not later than 30 days after the
statement or recommendations are submit-
ted to Congress; and

“‘(cc) provides that the mandate shall—

“(1) in the case of a statement referred to
in item (aa)(1), cease to be effective 60 days
after the statement is submitted unless Con-
gress has approved the agency’s determina-
tion by joint resolution during the 60 day pe-
riod;

““(2) cease to be effective 60 days after the
date the legislative recommendations of the
responsible Federal agency are submitted to
Congress under item (aa)(2) unless Congress
provides otherwise by law; or

“(3) in the case of a mandate that has not
yet taken effect, continue not to be effective
unless Congress provides otherwise by law.

Mr. GLENN. Could we have unani-
mous consent to have Senator
LIEBERMAN have 1 minute?

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

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, and
my colleagues, | just want to add a
word to say, as this debate has gone on,
the Senator from Ohio, as is not just
his habit but is at the very core of his
nature, has conducted himself in a
most thoughtful and serious way. In
the 6 years | have been privileged to be
a Member of the U.S. Senate, | do not
think | have known a less partisan
Member than JOHN GLENN of Ohio.

This complicated bill, with ramifica-
tions on just about every section of the
United States Code annotated, | think
we made a better bill as this process
has gone on. A good part of the respon-
sibility for making it better goes to the
former chairman of the Governmental
Affairs Committee, on which | am priv-
ileged to serve, and now the ranking
Democrat, the Senator from Ohio.
Whatever is being said in Ohio by any
newspaper, | do not know, but if they
are critical of Senator GLENN in his
conduct on this bill, in my respectful
opinion, they are wrong.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, |
yield back the remaining time. | move
to table the amendment and | ask for
the yeas and nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 174

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question recurs
on amendment No. 174, offered by the
Senator from Michigan. Debate will be
limited to 30 minutes equally divided
and controlled by the Senator from
ldaho and the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
acknowledging that we have a unani-
mous-consent agreement, | believe that
votes would begin to occur at 11:30.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, could I
make an inquiry on that. Do | under-
stand that the vote on the first amend-
ment whose debate has been completed
pursuant to the unanimous-consent
would begin at 11:30?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We have
two votes beginning at 11:30.

Mr. LEVIN. But if debate is not com-
pleted with the time allotted by the
unanimous consent, the vote would

occur on that amendment at a later
point, is that correct?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the

opinion of the Chair, the Senator is
correct.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
what | am suggesting is to offer an-
other unanimous-consent agreement
that we would move the votes that
have been ordered, so that they would
not occur at 11:30, but they would move
to a time after we have completed the
debate on this next amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to

object, | suggest the absence of a
quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that the pre-
vious vote time, which was to occur at
11:30, be moved so that the first vote
will occur after all time has been
consumed in debate on the remaining
two amendments.

Mr. GLENN. Reserving the right to
object, and | will not object, is there
any idea of how much that would move
the vote forward?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will be
approximately 30 minutes before the
next vote.

Mr. GLENN. I will not object.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. It is my under-
standing it will be no later than 12
o’clock noon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, | would
like to ask a few questions of the man-
ager relative to the way in which
amendments would be dealt with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises Senators time has been
deducted equally. There was not the
suggestion of the absence of a quorum.

Mr. LEVIN. | thank the Chair. How
many minutes do | have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two and
a half minutes.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, two ques-
tions | would like to ask my friend
from Idaho about how the amendment
process would work. It really goes back
to the Glenn amendment. First, the
bill says that the requirement that
there be an estimate apply to bills and
resolutions. Is it the intent of the man-
ager, the sponsor, that amendments of-
fered on the floor are not subject to a
point of order because they fail, when
they are offered, to have a cost esti-
mate?

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr.
that is correct.

Mr. LEVIN. It is correct then that
they would not be subject to a point of
order?

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
not based strictly because they do not
have a cost estimate.

Mr. LEVIN. No, but a point of order
would not lie for the failure of an
amendment, as it is offered, to have a
cost estimate in it, is that correct?

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
that is correct.

Mr. LEVIN. However, a point of order
might lie if an argument is made that
that amendment exceeds the threshold
of $50 million, is that correct?

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
that is correct.

Mr. LEVIN. And if the Budget Com-
mittee is unable to make that deter-
mination and so informs the Chair,
would a point of order lie? As a general
matter, would it lie?

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
again, in looking to the Budget Act
and what may be some precedent that
we could point to, if in fact CBO were
to determine and so state that regard-
less of how much time they had they
simply could not come up with an esti-
mate, the Parliamentarian, as | under-
stand it, may use that as a basis to rec-
ommend that no point of order would
lie because there would not be basis.

However, it is not to suggest that
that would exclude other elements that
the Parliamentarian might consider in
still coming to the conclusion that a
point of order could still lie.

Mr. LEVIN. Is it fair to say that it is
the understanding of the manager that
generally, if there is no basis upon
which to rule that the threshold is ex-
ceeded, if there is no basis to rule, that
generally a point of order would not
lie? However, it is not your intention
to preclude the Chair from ruling that
a point of order would lie if the Chair
has information from other sources

President,
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than the Congressional Budget Office
and the CBO that the threshold is ex-
ceeded?

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. | would suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, | will re-
state my question.

I understood the Senator from ldaho
to say that the Chair would not be pre-
cluded basically from upholding a
point of order, or ruling that the
threshold has been exceeded even if
there is a statement from the Congres-
sional Budget Office and the Budget
Committee that it is unable to state
that the threshold is exceeded. The
Chair would not be precluded, from
what the Senator said.

However, my question is, is it his in-
tention that it would generally be the
case that if the Chair has no basis to
rule that a point of order would lie for
the threshold being exceeded, that it
would therefore not rule that a point of
order lies?

It is my intent to ask the chairman
of the Budget Committee, by the way,
these questions as well when he is able
to return to the floor. But | think it is
important we get the intent of the
manager on this question. It is a very
important question as to whether this
process can function.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
in response, it is our intention that it
would be the prerogative of the Par-
liamentarian to make that determina-
tion. We would not then establish here
the parameters by which the Par-
liamentarian would make his rec-
ommendation.

Mr. LEVIN. | understand.

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

The Senator has 5 additional
utes.

Mr. LEVIN. I am wondering if | could
ask the Senator from Idaho on his time
since—

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, |
will yield 2 minutes, depending upon
the questions, to the Senator from
Michigan.

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

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair and my
friend from ldaho.

Now, this is the situation | wish to
give to the Senator. CBO and the Budg-
et Committee say there is no basis that
they have to make an estimate that
the threshold is exceeded. They have
no basis, and they so inform the Chair.
This is relative to an amendment.

If there is a statement from the CBO
and the Budget Committee that there
is no basis for them to state that the
threshold is exceeded, then what other

The

min-
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sources would the Chair go to to have
a basis to uphold the point of order?

I ask this because the bill itself
states on page 25, line 20, that ‘“for pur-
poses of this subsection, the levels of
Federal mandates for a fiscal year
shall be determined based on the esti-
mates made by the Committee on the
Budget.”” That is what it says in the
bill.

Now, if there is some other basis be-
sides the Budget Committee or the
CBO upon which a Chair could rule
that a threshold is exceeded, | think
then we ought to have it in the bill.
Does the Chair read newspapers or does
the Chair—what are the other sources
that the Chair would rule on if the
Budget Committee and the CBO has
told the Chair that there is no basis
upon which it can say that the thresh-
old is exceeded?

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from ldaho.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
we have been instructed by the Par-
liamentarian that two other elements
that could be considered will be the ac-
tual legislation from the committee it-
self, and it could be precedent that has
been established.

Mr. LEVIN. But the legislation would
be available to the CBO and to the
Budget Committee, would it not? And
precedent would be available to the
CBO and the Budget Committee, would
it not?

Mr.
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from ldaho.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. | am sure that it
would. | do not know it necessarily
then would be the only tool that CBO
and the Budget Committee would use
in determining the estimate, but again
I would not preclude the Parliamentar-
ian from examining the legislation or
precedents in their purview as to
whether or not the point of order will
lie.

Mr. LEVIN. | thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2% minutes remaining.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
as | understand it we have 2 minutes
remaining on the amendment that is
pending before us?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. | ask my friend
from the State of Michigan if he would
like to use additional time remaining?

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend. | ask
unanimous consent | be allowed to use
3 minutes from my next amendment so
I do not take up additional time of the
Senate.

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

There being no further request for
time, the Senator intends to use it
now, 3 minutes to be extracted from
then?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator may proceed.

KEMPTHORNE addressed the
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Mr. LEVIN. That is correct.

I thank my friend for his offer, but I
do not want to delay the Senate so I
have pulled forward 3 minutes from my
next amendment.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
just a parliamentary inquiry, it will be
my intention to move to table the
amendment. But would | do that fol-
lowing the expiration of the Senator’s 3
minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

The Senator may proceed.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, | am just
going to use a couple of minutes be-
cause | want my friend from Connecti-
cut to at least have a minute. We can
pull forward more time from my next
amendment. This amendment is in-
tended to address the situation where
there is a signifi