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to the Congress nine separate budget 
bills. We have one now, like the others, 
containing, in my opinion, some fairy- 
tale numbers, some rosy scenarios. 
They propose economics and delays 
into the next century when the spend-
ing cuts are actually going to take 
place, when it will be reduced. 

Mr. President, 60 percent of the 
President’s spending cuts are in the 
years 2001 and 2002 when we know, re-
gardless of what happens this year, 
President Clinton will not be in office. 

Spending will increase 25 percent 
from $1.5 trillion this year to $1.9 tril-
lion in the year 2002. Spending will in-
crease 25 percent, and the national debt 
will rise by more than one-third, from 
$4.9 to $6.5 trillion. 

Think about that, Mr. President. 
From $4.9 trillion to $6.5 trillion we are 
increasing the debt. That is like in-
creasing the balance on your credit 
card or increasing the overdraft, if 
your bank holds such an overdraft. 

Although the deficit drops to $158 bil-
lion this year under the President’s 
proposed reelection budget, the deficit 
goes up to $164 billion next year. This 
is our annual deficit. This means every 
year we are spending more than we are 
generating in revenue. We will spend 
$164 billion more than we generate in 
revenue, yet we mandate the American 
public balance their checking ac-
counts. The Federal Government goes 
through a budget process. Everything 
it needs, beyond what it generates in 
revenues, it gets by adding to the def-
icit to the tune now of increasing it 
from $4.9 trillion—that is the total ac-
cumulated debt that has arisen as a 
consequence of the debts each year—we 
are going to increase that up to $6.5 
trillion. 

I spent a little bit of time in the 
banking business before I got in the 
business of being a Senator from the 
State of Alaska. Interest costs are, I 
think, one of the most interesting and 
underrated considerations in this proc-
ess, certainly among the more decep-
tive elements of the President’s budg-
et. 

This year we are going to spend 14 
cents of every $1 of Federal spending on 
our $235 billion interest bill—14 cents 
out of every $1 of Federal spending. 
That costs us $235 billion. Next year 
the interest costs are going to rise to 
$238 billion. That is about 14.5 percent 
of the budget. 

Interest is like having a horse that 
eats while you sleep. It continues 
throughout the night eventually eating 
faster than you can feed it. Interest 
does not employ anybody, does not pro-
vide any new jobs, and does not pay 
any taxes in that sense. It has to be ad-
dressed if you have debt. The United 
States has debt. 

There is a rather curious process 
going on here. I will try and wind this 
up because I see my friend from Ten-
nessee is on the floor as well. But the 
administration says that by the year 
2002, interest costs are only going to be 
12 percent of the budget and interest 

spending will be down to $223 billion. 
How is it possible for debt service costs 
to go down while the debt goes up from 
$4.9 trillion to $6.5 trillion? Is it lower 
interest costs? The President assumes 
flat interest rates at 5 to 10 percent on 
10-year notes. So that is not it. 

As I said, I used to be a banker. It 
does not take a rocket scientist to fig-
ure out that if the size of your debt 
rises by a third and interest rates are 
flat, the amount of interest you are 
going to pay has to go up. 

Why does that not happen under 
President Clinton? I wonder if we have 
rejected some of the principles of 
mathematics. The answer, Mr. Presi-
dent, is hidden in the back of the Presi-
dent’s budget. I think this deserves the 
light of day. During the next several 
years, trust fund surpluses, especially 
the surpluses in the Social Security 
trust fund, rise by nearly $1 trillion. 
For every $1 of surplus, the Federal 
Government issues a special debt 
note—a debt note—to the trust fund 
that is not counted as interest under 
our budget rules. I would ask the Chair 
why. I am sure the Chair would have 
the same difficulty in explaining it. 

But for every $1 of that Social Secu-
rity trust fund, which is going to be 
somewhere in the area of $1 trillion, for 
every $1 of surplus, the Federal Gov-
ernment issues a special debt note to 
the trust fund that is not counted as 
interest under our budget rules. That is 
$1 trillion of debt service not counted 
in the President’s budget. 

If you counted the interest we will 
pay the trust fund on the $1 trillion in 
new debt we owe the trust fund, as a 
consequence of that, going into the in-
terest formula, the real interest figure 
would look more like $350 billion as in-
terest on the debt in the year 2002 in-
stead of $225 billion, which is what the 
administration would have us basically 
accept or believe in this proposal. 

My point is, Mr. President, the ad-
ministration projects the interest at 
14.5 percent, or 14.5 cents on the dollar, 
when in reality it is 18 percent as a 
consequence of borrowing from the 
trust fund. 

Mr. President, I will attempt to pur-
sue this after the recess with some 
charts that I think will more visually 
show just what is going on here. The 
American public better be concerned 
because, as we look at greater portions 
of our total budget going for interest 
on the debt, we recognize we are going 
to have less for social needs and other 
priorities in our country. 

This must come to a halt. It could 
only come to a halt by adopting a bal-
anced budget. We still have not been 
able to convince the White House of 
the realism of a real balanced budget 
that will actually cut spending. 

I thank the Chair and wish the Chair 
a good day. 

Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 

ORGAN DONOR AWARENESS 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise 

today to bring attention to an issue 
that is literally an issue of life and 
death. Mr. President, any one of the 
Senators here today or any member of 
our families, whether through accident 
or misfortune, could find ourselves 
needing a life-saving organ transplant 
operation tomorrow. If that should 
happen, we would be placed on a wait-
ing list to join about 43,000 other Amer-
icans who right now, this very second, 
are waiting their turn—or their death 
if they never get that turn. 

Since 1990, the number of people diag-
nosed as needing an organ transplant 
has doubled. Today, every 18 minutes a 
new name is added to this list of people 
waiting. By the end of this year, the 
list of people waiting for a transplant 
will be over 50,000 people long. But 
those are just the people that we know 
about, people who are lucky enough to 
have made it into the medical system, 
who have jumped through the financial 
hurdles of diagnosis and have been rec-
ommended to a transplant center. 

The real numbers are even more stag-
gering: Approximately 100,000 people— 
100,000 people—need an organ trans-
plant this very year. Yet, only a small 
fraction of that 100,000 people will re-
ceive a transplant to live or to have a 
better quality of life. 

In fact, every day eight people die be-
cause a donor, an organ donor, does not 
become available. We have 100,000 peo-
ple that could benefit from transplan-
tation, yet only one in five, about 
20,000, will actually receive a trans-
plant. 

Why? Is it because donors must be a 
certain age or race or blood type or 
physical condition? Is it because of 
outdated State laws or Federal regula-
tions? Or is it because it is difficult to 
qualify or to designate one’s organs for 
donation? The answer to all three of 
those questions is no. 

The reason can be summed up in four 
simple words: lack of public awareness. 
There are no limits for organ donation 
for any of the reasons I just mentioned. 
Every person is potentially a donor. 
Even those under the age of 18 can sign 
up with a parent’s permission. Yet, 
tragically, there are only about 5,000 
actual donors every year. Experts esti-
mate that organ donation could be in-
creased by 80 percent simply through 
better public education and awareness. 

I began my training to become a 
heart and lung transplant surgeon 22 
years ago. At that time, I could only 
dream of the science and the tech-
nology and the medical know-how that 
today is routinely used to save people’s 
lives through transplantation or to 
give people a better quality of life. It is 
no longer an experimental procedure, 
but a life-saving, life-improving med-
ical operation that is performed rou-
tinely in centers all over this country. 
Yet, today, for people who need a heart 
transplant, about one out of four die 
needlessly, senselessly because an 
organ donor is not available. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:18 Jun 20, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S29MR6.REC S29MR6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3184 March 29, 1996 
Now I am a U.S. Senator, now in a 

position to change and help people save 
lives through public awareness; and 
that is my goal, to bring public aware-
ness in line with the advances in med-
ical science and technology that we 
have today. 

Together with my colleagues, Sen-
ator SIMON, Senator DEWINE, and Sen-
ator LEVIN, we have just launched a 
drive to focus congressional attention 
on organ transplantation and to en-
courage every Member of Congress to 
consider signing up as an organ donor. 
We ask them to do three things: First, 
learn the benefits of transplantation; 
second, consider signing an organ 
donor card; and third, and probably 
most importantly, discuss their deci-
sion with their next of kin and loved 
ones. 

So far, more than a third of my col-
leagues in the U.S. Senate have done 
so, and more are adding their names to 
this list every day. On the House side, 
Congressman JOE MOAKLEY of Massa-
chusetts is urging his colleagues to do 
the same. We must continue to do this 
because just as our list is growing, so 
too is that list of children and men and 
women who are waiting for that trans-
plant procedure. 

I want to urge today every one of my 
Senate colleagues and every Member of 
the House to perform that heroic, life- 
saving act, which is selfless, unselfish, 
and sign an organ donor card to give 
others a new chance at life. Our goal is 
100 percent congressional participation. 

The week of April 21 through the 27th 
is National Organ and Tissue Donor 
Awareness Week. 

That is one month from now. On 
Tuesday of that week we will be having 
hearings in the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources, dedicated 
to this issue of public awareness sur-
rounding organ donation, tissue dona-
tion, and transplant patients. We can 
start right here by recognizing that 
public policy—and we, as legislators— 
can only do so much. The problem is 
the shortage of organs. The solution is 
public awareness. Doing our part, here 
today, and over the coming months to 
raise public awareness will go a long 
way in helping us achieve our policy 
goals, as well. 

The 104th Congress has been unparal-
leled in the amount of attention that 
we have been able to focus on the im-
portant issues now before our Nation. 
This is one of them. We have the oppor-
tunity to give the most important 
service you will ever give to fellow 
Americans. Be a hero. Join the fight, 
and save a life. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair. I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

f 

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, 
over the last 30 years, we have greatly 
improved the environment in the 
United States. Our air and water in 

this country is the cleanest it has been 
in 40 years. Now we are at a crossroads 
in environmental policy. We can pre-
serve all of the environmental gains of 
the past three decades and move for-
ward to assure our children a safer, 
cleaner, and healthier environment. 
But we will not be able to do it under 
the old top-down, command and con-
trol solutions from Washington, DC. 

This approach is outdated and coun-
terproductive. Rather than advancing 
our important environmental goals, 
the Washington bureaucracy and its 
extremist allies are actually harming 
the environment. Timber growers have 
been known to cut trees on the basis of 
even a rumor that their property might 
have an endangered species to be listed. 
Why? In order to avoid having Wash-
ington bureaucrats tell them they can-
not cut down a tree that they have 
spent their lifetime harvesting. 

In central Texas, the Fish and Wild-
life Service originally suggested set-
ting aside an area the size of the State 
of Rhode Island to protect the golden- 
cheeked warbler. In order to do that, 
they told the property owners they 
could not cut cedar trees. Now, cedar 
trees have another harmful impact on 
the people who must have water for our 
cultivation of lands and to drink, be-
cause cedar trees absorb water to a 
greater extent than most other trees. If 
you do not cut cedar trees, which our 
farmers and ranchers are trying to do 
as much as they can, the water supply 
dries up, and it affects the water sup-
ply of the city of San Antonio and af-
fects the ability of farmers and ranch-
ers to use their land. The size of the 
area is a ridiculous amount—the size of 
the State of Rhode Island for one bird, 
when we could have set aside a reason-
able number of acres for its preserva-
tion. 

In the Texas Panhandle, protecting a 
bait fish called the Arkansas river 
shiner may keep both the agricultural 
producers and municipal utilities from 
being able to have access to an ade-
quate supply of water, even though 
there is a thriving population of the 
Arkansas river shiner in the State of 
New Mexico. Now, many of my con-
stituents are a little fed up with a Gov-
ernment that gives snakes and sala-
manders priority over human beings 
and constitutional rights. 

The Endangered Species Act has 
worked well as a means of focusing at-
tention on the need to preserve plants 
and animals from extinction. There 
have been many successes for high-pro-
file species, but the heavyhanded 
means that are being employed to pre-
serve hundreds of subspecies are in-
creasingly counterproductive. If we 
cannot rely on the support and co-
operation of the people who live with 
the animals that we want to save, I 
think those animals chances of sur-
vival are not very good. That is why I 
am making a priority of reforming the 
Endangered Species Act. We need to 
forge a new consensus about saving en-
dangered species and making private 

property owners stakeholders, not ad-
versaries in the process. 

The Superfund was created to iden-
tify and clean up hundreds of haz-
ardous waste sites around the country, 
but the regulations written in Wash-
ington to govern cleanup are so com-
plicated and cumbersome that almost 
no cleanup is getting done. Only 291, or 
about 25 percent, of the 1,238 worst haz-
ardous waste sites have actually been 
cleaned up. 

Where is the money going? Billions of 
dollars have gone into this. The money 
has gone to lawyers, consultants, and 
bureaucrats in Washington. That is 
where the money has gone that should 
have been going to clean up these haz-
ardous waste sites. Companies contrib-
uting to the cleanup have spent 39 per-
cent of their money on lawyers, 20 per-
cent on negotiations, 9 percent on stud-
ies, and 15 percent on cleanup. 

It is not just business that is being 
sued. The Catholic Archdiocese of New-
ark has been sued for a landfill in New 
Jersey. The archdiocese purchased land 
to expand its Holy Name Cemetery and 
inadvertently became potentially re-
sponsible for its cleanup. One landfill 
site in New York has 600 defendants, in-
cluding an Elks Club, an exercise gym, 
two nursing homes and a kennel, which 
has a septic tank that needs to be 
cleaned. 

Something must be done. We must 
put the money where it will benefit the 
public and the environment. This waste 
will go on and on unless we reopen the 
Superfund law and put some common 
sense back into it. Hazardous waste 
sites are local problems. We want to 
have a voice at the local level to be 
sure that the waste site in a town is 
cleaned up and made safe. 

Unlike other major environmental 
laws, it is all handled by Federal bu-
reaucrats, not the State and local rep-
resentatives. While the lawsuits have 
gone on for years and years and the 
consultants and the bureaucrats argue 
endlessly about how many parts per 
million is acceptable, our children are 
at risk. 

The Clean Air Act requires States 
and localities to meet a series of ambi-
tious new pollution reduction targets 
in the years ahead. Achieving these 
goals will make the air we breathe 
cleaner and healthier. But the Wash-
ington bureaucrats have not been con-
tent just to set the standards. They are 
also trying to dictate how to achieve 
the goals, down to the smallest detail. 
In order to reduce auto pollution, emis-
sion testing requirements are part of 
the Clean Air Act. Rather than allow-
ing States to decide, Federal regulators 
have been using threats to force States 
to set up entirely new automobile in-
spection networks, completely sepa-
rate from the existing State auto in-
spection systems, and it is costing our 
consumers millions of dollars. 

What we need to do, Mr. President, is 
achieve better protection of human 
health and the environment by regu-
lating smarter. The fact is, busi-
nesses— 
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