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and we can have a good debate about
that.

To add an extraneous amendment
onto this bill, and therefore not only
preclude Senators from offering the
amendments that they had hoped they
could but to preclude us from even get-
ting a vote on campaign finance reform
makes it a poison pill and nothing
more. If we are interested in debating
the issue about whether or not organi-
zations ought to refund part of their
membership fees, that is one question.
We should have a good debate about it.
We should have an opportunity to dis-
cuss it. And we are prepared to allow a
final vote on that issue if we can get
agreement on this proposal.

If, on the other hand, we are simply
using this as a guise, as a way in which
to prevent Senators, perhaps the vast
majority of Senators, from having a
vote on campaign finance reform, from
offering amendments, then it is noth-
ing more than that.

So | hope we can work through this.
I hope we can find a way to resolve this
impasse. But certainly that would be
one way to do it.

Let us take the Lott amendment. Let
us set it aside. Let us have a good de-
bate. Let us schedule a time when
amendments could be offered. Senators
will not filibuster the motion to pro-
ceed, nor the bill itself. 1 am hopeful
we can work through that and at some
point, as | have indicated, | will discuss
this matter at greater length with the
majority leader.

With that, | yield the floor.

Mr. KERREY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. KERREY. | ask unanimous con-
sent to be able to speak as if in morn-
ing business.

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

REFORMING THE IRS

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, | come
to the floor today to speak about bipar-
tisan efforts to reform the Internal
Revenue Service because these efforts
are being publicly challenged and criti-
cized, | regret to say, inaccurately by
the administration. It is perplexing to
me personally why this administration
would send a message to the American
taxpayer that despite what they have
been hearing the Internal Revenue
Service does not need comprehensive
reform.

During 3 days of hearings of the Sen-
ate Finance Committee last week, tax-
payers and employees of the Internal
Revenue Service testified under oath
that the legal power to collect taxes
has been and continues to be abused.
Combined with 12 days of public hear-
ings held by the congressionally man-
dated Commission on Restructuring
the IRS, which conducted thousands of
hours of interviews with IRS investiga-
tors, professional preparers, private
sector experts, and taxpayers, a clear
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and convincing conclusion has been
reached. The law which creates and
governs the actions of the IRS needs to
be changed.

Mr. President, if lawmakers in the
Senate and the House consider that
hundreds of new collection notices will
be sent to taxpayers every working day
and that 800,000 monthly contacts in its
notices of audit or taxes owed will be
made, then there is an urgency for us
to act quickly.

If we can prevent any of the suffering
disclosed in these hearings with a
change in the law, why would we hesi-
tate to act?

Of equal importance is the need to in-
crease confidence in this unique Fed-
eral agency. More Americans pay taxes
than vote. Remember, America’s tax
system depends upon our voluntary
declaration of taxes owed and a patri-
otic willingness to pay our fair share.
If citizens believe there is a chance
that voluntary compliance will result
in their privacy being violated, their
return unfairly audited, or their lives
made miserable, all of which we now
know is a possibility, then the percent-
age of citizen participation could fall
even further. It is safe to say that the
faith of the American people in our
ability to govern is linked to the abil-
ity of the IRS to function properly.

The House leadership has declared its
intent to pass a new law and to pass a
law this year—a law which was created
in a bipartisan and bicameral atmos-
phere—which would solve many of the
problems highlighted by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee hearings last week.
The House intends to enact comprehen-
sive reform, similar to that rec-
ommended by the congressionally man-
dated National Commission on Re-
structuring the IRS. And the Senate,
in my judgment, Mr. President, should
do the same.

As cochair of the commission, along
with Congressman RoB PORTMAN of
Ohio, | would like to share with my
colleagues the problems that were un-
covered by our deliberation. To be
clear, at no time during these delibera-
tions did Congressman PORTMAN and |
resort to bashing the IRS. Indeed, a
former Commissioner of the IRS,
Peggy Richardson, was an ex officio
member of our commission. We gained
unprecedented access and a window
into the operations of the IRS. We vis-
ited service centers, we worked and
talked with employees. It is significant
to note that our legislation has the en-
dorsement of the National Treasury
Employees Union.

We found that the IRS has a law en-
forcement mentality, but that the vast
majority of its employees perform
functions including tracking finances,
sending out notices, and assisting tax-
payers.

We find as well the IRS has a general
attitude that taxpayers are guilty,
even though close to 90 percent of tax-
payers are compliant.

We found that taxpayers have a low
opinion of service levels provided by
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the IRS and do not believe the IRS is
trying to help make paying taxes easi-
er. Indeed, in today’s USA Today, a
poll shows that 70 percent of Ameri-
cans think that the IRS abuses their
power.

We found that training is not a prior-
ity, and employees do not have the
skills of their private sector counter-
parts.

We found that the IRS uses employee
evaluation measures that do not en-
courage employees to provide quality
service to taxpayers.

We found IRS management and gov-
ernance structure makes strategic
planning impossible and has caused a
massive failure of the IRS’s $3.4 billion
computer modernization program. Mr.
President, this conclusion has been
supported by a GAO report that was is-
sued in 1996.

We found the IRS computer systems
were developed during the 1960’s and
1970’s and lacked the capability to pro-
vide taxpayers with quality service.

We found wasteful inefficiencies and
high error rates existing in the process-
ing of paper forms.

We found that the Treasury Depart-
ment has done little to correct IRS
management problems, and lacks the
expertise and continuity to do so effec-
tively. In fact, Treasury officials were
noticeably absent at last week’s Fi-
nance Committee hearings.

We found as well the congressional
oversight of the IRS is scattered and
can send confusing signals to the IRS
that can be manipulated by the IRS to
avoid accountability. Indeed, witness
after witness came before our commit-
tee, knowledgeable witnesses who as-
sist taxpayers in preparing their re-
turns, and laid equal blame upon the
executive and the legislative branches.

We found as well that complexity and
constant changing of the Tax Code is a
major obstacle that intensifies all of
these problems.

The administration continues to
criticize the legislation introduced by
Senator GRASSLEY and | on this floor
on the 23d of July, and Congressman
PORTMAN and Congressman CARDIN in
the House in the same week. They con-
tinue to criticize our legislation un-
fairly and, most important, inac-
curately. In order to perhaps clear up
some of the differences between what
we are proposing and what the admin-
istration would like to see happen, |
would like to review the complaints
made against the IRS in last week’s
hearings and show how the law as pro-
posed by Senator GRASSLEY and I, the
IRS Restructuring Reform Act of 1997,
would change things.

Criticism No. 1. Citizens have no
power in a dispute with the IRS. Our
law would create in law new protec-
tions for the taxpayer and new rights if
a taxpayer dispute arises. At a mini-
mum, the law should, one, expand au-
thority of the taxpayer advocate to
issue taxpayer assistance orders; two,
to expand the authority of the tax-
payer to recover costs and fees by per-
mitting awards relating back to the 30-
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day notice letter, allowing awards for
pro bono services, increasing net worth
limitations, and allowing recovery for
IRS negligence up to $100,000; third, re-
quire the IRS to provide more informa-
tion to taxpayers, such as making pub-
lic their general audit selection cri-
teria and explaining certain rights to
taxpayers before audits such as joint
and several liability and extensions of
statutes of limitations.

The question of fairness of audits can
be solved by requiring the IRS to pro-
vide general audit selection criteria.
Remarkably, the only information we
currently have about how the IRS au-
dits comes from a researcher who used
the Freedom of Information Act to
force the IRS to surrender some data.
There simply is no good reason for us
not to write a law requiring an annual
disclosure.

Fourth, force the IRS to resolve its
dispute with the National Archives in
which allegations have been made that
historical records have been mis-
handled or destroyed.

Fifth, help taxpayers pay their fair
share of taxes by establishing national
and local allowances for offers-in-com-
promise; eliminating the interest dif-
ferential; dropping tolling penalties
during installment agreements; and
providing safe harbors to qualify for in-
stallment agreements.

Sixth, open low-income taxpayer
clinics with matching grants up to
$100,000 a year for up to 3 years to help
low-income taxpayers and especially
small business.

No. 7, expand the jurisdiction of the
tax court to allow more taxpayers to
take advantage of the simplified small
case procedures.

And, eighth, require a study of the
administration of penalties, especially
penalties that will fall heavier on mar-
ried filers and the burden of proof need-
ed before penalties are determined
valid.

These are eight suggested changes in
the law that would give taxpayers
more power, more authority. They are
not made as a consequence of receiving
a number of complaints. They are made
as a consequence of thoughtful delib-
eration between Republicans and
Democrats, trying to figure out what
the payers themselves say need to be
done. We examined it in a bipartisan
and bicameral fashion with the full co-
operation and participation of former
Commissioner Richardson who says
today that she would support these
provisions. These changes in the law,
all by themselves, would solve many of
the problems that we heard before the
Senate Finance Committee last week.
And all by themselves, would go a long
ways toward increasing citizen con-
fidence that they are going to be able
to get a fair deal from the IRS.

The administration’s bill, which they
introduced—had Members introduce for
them—has no taxpayer protections or
rights provisions. | want to underline
that. One of the things the administra-
tion has been saying is we like the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Portman-Kerrey bill but we don’t like
the board. We like everything in it. If
they like everything in it, the question
is why don’t they have taxpayer pro-
tections or rights provisions? | believe
the reason is they introduced their bill,
had their bill introduced, just so they
could say we want to change the IRS as
well.

A second criticism we heard was that
the IRS is isolated from the taxpayer.
Anybody who does not think the IRS is
isolated has not examined the struc-
ture. It is buried in Treasury. The Sec-
retary of Treasury is in charge of over-
sight, not just of the IRS, the 115,000-
person organization, but the Secretary
of the Treasury obviously has lots of
other things on his mind—whoever the
Secretary is. It does not have to be
Secretary Rubin—any Secretary faced
this. They also have to manage Secret
Service, Customs, the Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco and Firearms. Keeping
the operational side inside Treasury
buried as it is, makes it difficult to
achieve accountability.

This, in my judgment, may be the
most common thread that ran through
the decisions, the criticisms that we
heard, not only last week but for the
entire last year.

Tax Code complexity, outdated tech-
nology, a primitive management struc-
ture contributed to the problem, but
these factors alone did not explain a
bureaucratic culture that produced al-
legations of taxpayers being hounded
based on their vulnerability; confiden-
tial returns being snooped; or records
being altered to reflect the IRS’s point
of view. Those flaws are the symptom
of an agency isolated from the cus-
tomers it is supposed to be serving. The
IRS is languishing under a suffocating
bureaucracy from which it is getting
inadequate oversight and far too little
input from the taxpayer.

Our new law would do a number of
things. First, it would create a Presi-
dentially appointed citizens oversight
board that would oversee the operation
of the IRS. The members of this board,
for example, could have expertise in
the operation of large service organiza-
tions or in other areas. What we tried
to do was give the President maximum
flexibility, so he could make selection
of individuals who had expertise—the
Secretary of Treasury is on the board,
the head of the National Treasury Em-
ployees Union is on the board—because
we believe that there are going to be
significant personnel decisions that
have to be made. We believe it is im-
portant to have a representative on the
board, making those decisions and get-
ting support as a consequence.

The board would be responsible for
oversight, approval of strategic plans
and review of operational plans. The
President would appoint board mem-
bers for 5-year terms and would have
the authority to remove any of these
members at will.

The board would approve an advisory
budget of IRS, prepared in conjunction
with the commissioner. It would have
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no access to taxpayer return informa-
tion and it would not participate in law
enforcement. This is what has drawn
the most heat from the administration,
and leads me to suspect that their prin-
cipal concern is relinquishing any au-
thority to a board that would have any
authority over the decisions that are
being made.

They have misrepresented and said
that the board is going to be composed
of chief executive officers—not men-
tioned in the law. They have suggested
of these board members, as recently as
yesterday, there were going to be sig-
nificant conflicts of interest. If that be
the case, how could the Secretary of
Treasury sit on the board? How could
anybody from the private sector sit on
any advisory board that we have in all
of Government? We understand con-
flicts of interest and we deal with
them. It is not accurate to say that we
cannot protect ourselves, especially
when this statute says that this board
will have no access to taxpayer return
information and it will not participate
in law enforcement.

Equally important, and oftentimes
lost in the debate over this board, is
that our law would create a require-
ment for two annual joint hearings of
tax writing, appropriating, and over-
sight committees. It would also expand
the duties and reporting requirements
of the joint committee on taxation.

The Finance Committee hearings last
week were the first oversight hearings
in 21 years. It is the inconsistent over-
sight that we are trying to deal with,
with this provision. But, in addition,
we heard from individual after individ-
ual, the restructuring commission did,
that one of the most important things
you have to do before you make a tech-
nology decision or other allocation de-
cision, you have to get a shared agree-
ment on what the mission is going to
be. Having a new oversight board for
the IRS, working with a new oversight
committee on the congressional side,
would give us the possibility of achiev-
ing this common and shared mission.

In our deliberations, we found that
congressional oversight of the IRS had
no coordination. This provision will
allow the IRS Citizens Oversight Board
and Congress to reach agreement on
regulations, goals, and objectives. It
will enable the authorization of new
initiatives after IRS satisfies rigorous
contingencies to assure financial ac-
countability, subject, of course, as al-
ways to the approval of the appropriat-
ing committees.

For example, decisions about the de-
sign and purchase of computer systems
will be made after the legislative and
executive branches have agreed on a
plan. The strategy is to collect taxes
owed from those Americans unwilling
to pay their fair share, must also be
jointly approved in order to survive
congressional funding cycles.

Finally, we must provide funding for
the century date change. As all of us
have looked at that particular problem
know, if you think the IRS computer
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system is a mess now, it could get a
heck of a lot worse if the date change
problem is not fixed and not fixed at
100 percent.

The administration proposal would
codify the status quo. Treasury pro-
poses the creation of an IRS manage-
ment board made up of 20 Government
officials, mainly political appointees
from departments including OMB,
OPM, and the Vice President’s office. |
urge colleagues who are concerned
about this board that Senator GRASS-
LEY, Congressman PORTMAN and Con-
gressman CARDIN and | are proposing,
who are critical of that, compare it to
what the administration is proposing.
To repeat, the administration wants a
20-person board composed entirely of
Government officials, political ap-
pointees, including people from OMB,
OPM, and the Vice President’s office.

They also propose an advisory board
of citizens. For decades there has been
a commissioner’s advisory group to the
IRS, and we were told that it was inef-
fectual and the bureaucracy ignored
their advice.

The reason they ignored their advice,
Mr. President, is an advisory board has
no authority, no power, and no one, to
my knowledge, pays a lot of attention
to advisory boards that lack either au-
thority or power.

Fourteen expert witnesses testified
before the Ways and Means Committee
on September 16. All but two or three
testified in favor of the bill that Con-
gressmen PORTMAN and CARDIN intro-
duced, and all testified against the ad-
ministration’s proposal.

I would like to read the names of
some of the experts who testified: Eu-
gene Steuerle, senior fellow of the
Urban Institute, against; Donald F.
Kettl, director, Brookings Institution,
against; Robert B. Stobaugh, Harvard
Business School, against; Phillip Mann,
section of taxation, American Bar As-
sociation, against. And on and on, Mr.
President.

The administration’s proposal has
been opposed by all the people that
they cite, or some of the people they
cite at least as reasons not to support
the newly constructed oversight board
that Senator GRASSLEY and | have pro-
posed. Again, | have regrettably
reached the conclusion that this really
is not about what is going to work as it
is about making certain that no power
and authority is relinquished by the
Secretary of the Treasury over the
115,000 people who work for the IRS.

The third criticism that we heard not
only last week, but all year long, was
that the IRS management structure
does not allow for the removal of bad
apples. Our law, Mr. President, would
create a 5-year term for the IRS Com-
missioner. In current form, our legisla-
tion says that the board appoints the
Commissioner. | would be willing to
consider having the President appoint
the Commissioner with formal input
from the board and continuing to allow
the board to evaluate and recommend
removal for cause.
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This law would give this Commis-
sioner increased legal authority to
manage the IRS. Consistent with merit
system principles, veterans preferences
and established labor/management
rules, the Commission would be given a
new rating system to hire qualified ap-
plicants and flexibility to hire a senior
team of managers.

Remarkably, the IRS Commissioner
has very little flexibility in managing
this agency, and one of the difficulties
that he or she is going to have, regard-
less of who they have, in managing
with zero tolerance is the sort of things
we saw last week: the absence of the
power and authority to be able to man-
age as | think most of us in Congress
and most of the American taxpaying
citizens would like to see done.

The administration’s proposal would
create a 5-year term for the Commis-
sioner. That is true; that is the same as
ours. But it stops there. It would not
have board members with 5-year terms
to provide the needed continuity and
support to the Commissioner. All the
political appointees could come and go
in the same year.

One of the biggest problems we have
with the IRS is lack of continuity, par-
ticularly continuity of management
oversight. One of the defects of a board
being all political appointees inside the
Government is that they tend to turn
over more. It is this turnover that
makes it difficult for us to get the kind
of continuity this agency demands.

The fourth criticism we have heard is
it is difficult to file a tax return and
there is a breathtaking gap between
the service taxpayers get from the IRS
and the service they get in the private
sector.

Our new law would create goals and
due dates for electronic filing. At the
heart of comprehensive reform must be
a vision of an IRS that operates in the
new paradigm of electronic commerce.
One of the most telling comparisons
made by taxpayers who appeared before
us was the comparison given between
an ATM card that is provided by their
commercial banks and the lack of simi-
lar conveniences from the IRS. Poten-
tial savings to the taxpayers are large:
The error rate for electronic filers was
less than 1 percent, compared with 20
percent for a paper file. While we will
never have a paperless IRS, Congress
must change the law to provide incen-
tives and assistance to a new IRS
which gives its customers services
comparable to the private sector.

The administration proposal would
allow the IRS to spend more money on
marketing electronic filing, but would
not include any specific goals or re-
quirements for the IRS to take imme-
diate action to increase electronic fil-
ing.

The fifth criticism we heard is that
Congress has created a monster of a
Tax Code that is too complex to admin-
ister. Under our new law, Mr. Presi-
dent, we would create a process for
evaluating the cost to the taxpayer of
tax law complexity by giving the Com-
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missioner, for the first time, an advi-
sory role when new tax laws are being
considered; requiring, as well, a tax
complexity analysis during legislative
deliberations; increasing Federal-State
cooperation; and requiring the Joint
Committee on Taxation to study fea-
sibility of estimating taxpayers’ com-
pliance burdens.

We just made the Social Security Ad-
ministration independent. The Presi-
dent’s nominee was confirmed by the
Senate. When the President’s nominee
came before the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, we were able to ask the ques-
tion: If you reach a conclusion that the
President doesn’t like or that we don’t
like up here, are you going to be able
to express that conclusion publicly?
And the answer is yes. That is what
comes with independence.

We need an IRS Commissioner that is
able to, while we are debating taxes,
say, ‘““Great idea, Mr. President, | saw
everybody gave you a standing ova-
tion.” “Great speech, Senator
Blowhard, | see you got a standing ova-
tion as well, but guess what it is going
to cost the taxpayer to comply with
your idea? They may give you a stand-
ing ovation, but if it becomes law, this
is what it is going to create as far as
the taxpayer is concerned.”

Under the current law, the IRS Com-
missioner will never come before the
American people and make that kind of
statement. Under our law, they would
be required to do so. The complexity of
the Code may require comprehensive
reform of our tax law, but in the mean-
time, why not give the Commissioner
authority to advise Congress of the po-
tential problems of our ideas, and why
not require a tax complexity analysis?
At least we could then evaluate these
potential new costs before proceeding.
The administration’s proposal would
not do anything to encourage sim-
plification of the tax law, although it
would allow the IRS to enter into coop-
erative agreements with State tax ad-
ministrators.

Mr. President, let me add a closing
note about the administration’s han-
dling of this bill. Honest people can
have honest disagreements. For that
reason, | tried to be restrained in my
criticism of the administration’s pro-
posal. But the ongoing public relations
battle they are waging requires me to
respond.

First, my broad critique is that the
administration’s proposal is both timid
and hollow. We started our proposal
with the belief that the law needed to
be changed. Laws, Mr. President, have
teeth. They must be enforced. They
make a difference. The administra-
tion’s proposal is more a set of sugges-
tions than a set of laws—false sub-
stitutes. They become dentures rather
than teeth.

Second, the administration has lev-
eled its strongest complaints against
our proposal for an oversight board
comprised of taxpayers. We made this
proposal because we thought the IRS
was culturally isolated from the tax-
payer, because we believe the IRS
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lacked the independence from the bu-
reaucracy it needs to fix the problems,
and because we believe the agency
needs input from outside its own head-
quarters.

I assume the administration agrees
with this observation, because it, too,
has proposed an oversight board. The
problem with the administration’s
board is that its members would come
from the same bureaucracies that cre-
ated the problem we heard about last
week. Taxpayers would have no input
except through an advisory panel, and
the board they propose would have lit-
tle real power. In fact, all 14 expert
witnesses, as | said earlier, testifying
before the Ways and Means Committee
said they do not support the adminis-
tration’s IRS governance proposals.

The administration contends our
oversight board would consist of self-
interested CEO’s. This is quite simply,
and quite directly, false, and the ad-
ministration knows it. They have read
our bill. They know what is in it. And
they continue to describe it inac-
curately in order to get people to pre-
sume they should oppose it.

QOur proposal is for a nine-member
board, two of whom will be the Sec-
retary of the Treasury and a represent-
ative of Treasury employees. The other
seven could be anyone who the Presi-
dent appoints and the Senate con-
firms—anyone. A small business owner
in Lincoln, NE, can be on this board, as
a taxpayer advocate from anywhere in
America. ‘““CEO” does not appear in our
bill. 1 do not know where the adminis-
tration has concocted this ruse, unless
they fear that CEO’s are who this ad-
ministration will appoint.

The administration also claims a
board run by taxpayers is a recipe for
conflicts of interest. At root, this is an
argument that the vast majority of
taxpayers who do not work for the Gov-
ernment lack the necessary moral rec-
titude to participate in reforming the
Government that belongs to them, and
I strongly disagree. Americans who
work and pay taxes in the private sec-
tor contribute to Government all the
time. In fact, one of them is the Sec-
retary of the Treasury today. He ran
one of Wall Street’s most elite firms. |
presume that whatever mechanism has
been sufficient to protect him against
conflicts of interest would also be suffi-
cient to guard against conflicts of in-
terest by members of this board.

Finally, it seems to me the adminis-
tration is intent, perhaps determined,
on preserving the basic structure of the
status quo. They wish to strand the
IRS in the labyrinth that is the Treas-
ury Department’s bureaucracy and is
the same bureaucracy that has failed
to run the IRS in a manner that gives
citizens confidence.

The problems at the IRS are not this
administration’s fault alone, but | can-
not help but observe that if the Treas-
ury Department had done a great job
running the IRS the last 5 years, |
might be more convinced that they
ought to keep running it. But the sim-
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ple truth is, they haven’t. Perhaps the
best summary of the administration’s
proposal is this: If you like the service
you get from the IRS now, you’ll love
the administration’s IRS protection
bill.

Having responded in kind, Mr. Presi-
dent, | still hope the administration
will start participating in this debate
constructively. | still believe we can
work out our differences, which are not
great, as long as they begin to tell the
truth about Senator GRASSLEY’s and
my plan.

Regardless, Congress needs to pro-
ceed as quickly as possible to enact
changes in the law which will result in
the best practices being applied to the
operations of the IRS. Americans want
an IRS that can quickly answer the
question, How much do | owe; an IRS
that is customer oriented to those pay-
ers willing to voluntarily comply as is
a commercial bank to its customers; an
IRS that knows it had better be right
when it comes after a taxpayer for col-
lection, otherwise it will pay for
wrongly accusing a taxpayer of being
delinquent.

In the interest of those Americans
who voluntarily comply but who strug-
gle with a complicated code, a confus-
ing service policy, incompatible infor-
mation systems, and the fear that they
could be the next in line for harass-
ment, the time has come for Congress
to act.

Mr. President, it is time the IRS
starts working for the American tax-
payer. To further delay is to ask mil-
lions to suffer unnecessarily. | yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RoB-
ERTS). Who seeks time?
Mr. FAIRCLOTH

Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina is recognized.

addressed the

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Thank you,
President.

The managers are here to accept
amendments to the District of Colum-
bia appropriations bill, and I remind all
Senators that we intend to complete
action on the bill today. I encourage
any Member to come to the floor im-
mediately if you have any amendments
or to advise the staff if you intend to
offer an amendment.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. | will yield to the
ranking member on this bill.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much,
Mr. President. | just want to reiterate
to our side that if there are amend-
ments, we are here, and we are very
hopeful to move this bill through. The
chairman and | work well together. We
are just waiting for colleagues from
both sides. We think this is an impor-

Mr.
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tant bill. We think there are a lot of
good things, and we want to move
them forward. We are hoping people
will come down at this time.

I ask unanimous consent to speak as
in morning business for up to 12 min-
utes.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much,
Mr. President. If | do see colleagues
who are here to offer amendments to
this bill, | hope they will let me know,
and | will make my remarks brief.

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM IS A
PRESSING MATTER

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, 1 was
listening to the news this morning, and
the reporter said, “The Senate has
agreed to set aside campaign finance
reform and go to more pressing mat-
ters.”

| thought to myself, campaign fi-
nance reform is a pressing matter. It
seems to me there can be no more
pressing matter. We ought to deal with
this issue of campaign finance reform
and let the chips fall.

We have a lot of parliamentary
games being played. One of my col-
leagues, Senator DORGAN, said earlier
that if the American public was listen-
ing this morning and heard somebody
say, “There is a poison pill on a tree
that has been filled,”” the public would
not really understand what we were
talking about. When we talk about a
poison pill, we are talking about an ob-
jectionable amendment that is extra-
neous to what we are trying to do being
offered in an attempt to Kill the under-
lying bill. Filling the tree means using
a parliamentary tactic to prevent op-
ponents of an amendment from offering
any changes to that amendment. So |
apologize to the American public if
they tuned in and heard somebody
talking about a tree being filled with
poison pills because it does get confus-
ing.

gut the matter is not that confusing.
The matter is, how do we finance our
campaigns, and can we improve that
system? | think all of America is cry-
ing out, ‘““Yes, we can improve it.”” Only
a few say, ““Don’t touch it, it is great,
and money is speech.”

Now, it is true that a divided Su-
preme Court did equate spending as
much money as you have with the
right of free speech. But that was a
close call. It seems to me our Founders
would be turning in their graves if they
believed at the time they stood up for
free speech that it really meant ‘“‘only
if you are rich,” because, folks, that is
what it is about.

I am proud of my colleagues, RuUSS
FEINGOLD and JOHN MCCAIN, for press-
ing this matter across party lines, and
standing up for campaign finance re-
form. I am proud of both of them be-
cause it is not easy. The status quo
around here is what people like the
best.

I have to tell you, when | think about
speech, | think about both sides of it. If
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