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Senate
The Senate met at 10 a.m., and was

called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER
The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John

Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:
Almighty God, Creator of the world,

Ruler over all, our Adonai, Sovereign
Lord of our life, we join with our Jew-
ish friends in celebrating Rosh Hasha-
nah, ‘‘the head of the year,’’ the begin-
ning of the days of awe and repentance,
a time of reconciliation with You and
one another. We thank You that we are
all united in our need to repent, to re-
turn to our real selves for an honest in-
ventory, and then to return to You
with a humble and contrite heart. For-
give our sins of omission: the words
and deeds You called us to do and we
neglected, our bland condoning of prej-
udice and hatred, and our toleration of
injustice in our society. Forgive our
sins of commission: the times we
turned away from Your clear and spe-
cific guidance, and the times we know-
ingly rebelled against Your manage-
ment of our lives and Your righteous-
ness in our Nation. Sound the shofar in
our souls, blow the trumpets, and wake
our somnolent spirits. Arouse us and
call us to spiritual regeneration. Awak-
en us to our accountability to You for
our lives, and our leadership of this Na-
tion. We thank You for Your atoning
grace and for the opportunity for a new
beginning.

Help the Jews and Christians called
to serve in this Senate, the Senators’
staffs, and the whole support team of
the Senate to celebrate our unity
under Your sovereignty and exemplify
to our Nation the oneness of a shared
commitment to You. In Your holy
name. Amen.
f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader, the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado, is rec-
ognized.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Thank you, Mr.
President.
f

SCHEDULE
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, this

morning the Senate will consider the
Treasury-Postal appropriations con-
ference report. Under the order, there
will be 60 minutes of debate followed by
a vote on the adoption of the con-
ference report. Therefore, Senators can
expect a rollcall vote at approximately
11 a.m. or earlier if debate time is
yielded back.

Following that vote, the Senate will
resume consideration of the D.C. appro-
priations bill. It is the intention of the
majority leader to finish action on this
measure today.

As a reminder to all Members, in ob-
servance of Rosh Hashanah, no rollcall
votes will occur this week after 1 p.m.
today. All Senators’ cooperation will
be appreciated in allowing the Senate
to conclude action on the D.C. appro-
priations bill and any available appro-
priations conference reports.
f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SMITH of Oregon). Under the previous
order, the leadership time is reserved.
f

TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND
GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1998 CON-
FERENCE REPORT
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I

submit a report of the committee of
conference on H.R. 2378 making appro-
priations for the Treasury Department,
the U.S. Postal Service, the Executive
Office of the President, and certain
independent agencies, for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, and for
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to consideration of the con-
ference report accompanying H.R. 2378
which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The committee on conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2378) having met, after full and free con-
ference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses this
report, signed by a majority of the conferees.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
conference report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
September 29, 1997.)

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, be-
fore proceeding with my statement, I
ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing staff be allowed floor privileges
during the consideration of the con-
ference report on H.R. 2378. That will
be Pat Raymond, Barbara Retzlaff,
Tammy Perrin, Lula Edwards, and
Frank Larkin.

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

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, my
colleague and I, Senator KOHL, are
bringing before the Senate today the
fiscal year 1998 appropriations bill of
the Department of the Treasury, the
U.S. Postal Service, and the Executive
Office of the President, and certain
independent agencies.

This bill contains $25.6 billion in
mandatory and discretionary funding
for fiscal year 1998. Reaching this level
of funding has not been an easy task,
and I would like at this time to pub-
licly thank the ranking member, Sen-
ator KOHL, for his cooperation and con-
tinued effort in supporting this bill. We
have tried our best to be supportive of
the requests of individual Senators,
and I think our bill reflects that.

This bill funds 40 percent of all Fed-
eral law enforcement. Adequate fund-
ing for this activity has been a top pri-
ority for both Senator KOHL and my-
self. In addition to providing sufficient
funding for law enforcement, this bill
goes a long way in encouraging the IRS
to stay on track with modernization
while at the same time addressing
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their needs for the year 2000 computer
program.

Also, this bill provides for a new $195
million antidrug campaign for the Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy
targeted at our Nation’s youth. This is
$20 million above what the administra-
tion has requested.

In addition, this bill provides $10 mil-
lion for the Drug Free Communities
Act, a program which 27 Members of
the Senate cosponsored. These funds
will be used for the establishment of
local counterdrug efforts focusing on
successful local initiatives.

The bill also includes $159 million for
the high intensity drug trafficking
areas, or HIDTA’s, as they are known.
This provides funding for the existing
HIDTA’s, which are in Houston, Los
Angeles, Miami, New York, the south-
west border, Washington/Baltimore,
Puerto Rico/Virgin Islands, Atlanta,
Chicago, Philadelphia/Camden, Cas-
cade, the gulf coast, Lake County, the
Midwest, the Rocky Mountains, San
Francisco, and Detroit. In addition,
funding is provided for the new
HIDTA’s in West Virginia, Tennessee,
Kentucky, central Florida and Wiscon-
sin.

The bill also provides $10 million for
the ATF’s Gang Resistance Education
And Training Program, or GREAT, as
it is known, which many of my col-
leagues also support. This program pro-
vides grants to local law enforcement
agencies.

There is also $13 million for an anti-
drug technology transfer program tar-
geted at State and local law enforce-
ment. This new program aims at get-
ting much-needed counterdrug tech-
nology currently used by Federal law
enforcement out to those in the State
and local communities in their efforts
to help them in their efforts in fighting
the drug war.

These are just a few of the items
funded in this bill, Mr. President. This
bill has taken lots of very, very hard
work to stay within the budget agree-
ment and still fund many important
programs within the jurisdiction of the
bill. I think this bill takes a strong
stand for law enforcement while at the
same time meeting the needs of many
non-law enforcement agencies within
the bill.

Therefore, I urge my Senate col-
leagues to support this bill. I believe it
goes a long way in supporting what we
all believe is important, primarily to
continue to do what we can to reduce
crime in the Nation.

Mr. President, this bill is the result
of lots of hard work on behalf of Mem-
bers and staff, too. I wish to thank all
of them for that effort. I believe it de-
serves our support.

I now yield to Senator KOHL, our
ranking minority member.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. KOHL. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. President, I rise in support of
this bill which provides funding for the

Department of the Treasury, Executive
Offices of the President, General Serv-
ices Administration, and related agen-
cy programs. We have tried to be as
critical and constructive as we can be.
And I believe we have provided a strong
funding bill.

Throughout this year we have had to
grapple with a number of difficult is-
sues, such as: accusations of IRS staff
browsing at taxpayer files; IRS mod-
ernization efforts going awry; unidenti-
fied century date change requirements;
and the appropriate funding level of
the Office of National Drug Control
Policy, ONDCP, media campaign.

These are issues we will continue to
review and examine in 1998. And I hope
we see some real progress occur as a re-
sult of the funding that we have pro-
vided.

In addition, we continue to be con-
cerned with the level of crime through
out our country. We realize that the
money that is available through illegal
drug and gun trafficking is enormous.
As long as this kind of profit is avail-
able by doing illegal things our job will
be more difficult in providing the nec-
essary funding and technology required
to deter that.

As a result, we have worked vigor-
ously to fund the law enforcement
agencies’ priorities. And I hope that we
can continue to work together to con-
tinue to fully fund much needed crime
prevention programs such as GREAT,
the Youth Crime Gun Interdiction Ini-
tiative, the Drug Free Prison Zone
demonstration project and others.

I have enjoyed reviewing the diverse
and complex issues of the agencies
funded through this bill. I look forward
to continuing to work with the sub-
committee members and these agen-
cies. Only through a constructive dia-
log, in a bipartisan fashion can we con-
tinue to build and maintain the agen-
cies contained in this bill.

Finally, I want to say that I have en-
joyed working with you, Mr. Chairman,
and with your staff.

Thank you, Mr. President. I reserve
the balance of my time.

I yield the floor.
OIRA

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
the Chairman, is it correct that it is
Congress’ intent that the budget appro-
priated for the Office of Management
and Budget includes sufficient funds
for the Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs, OIRA, to coordinate and
implement the Congressional Review
Act?

Mr. CAMPBELL. That is correct.
Mr. NICKLES. I thank the Chairman.

It has become evident that OIRA has
not been implementing and coordinat-
ing the Congressional Review Act de-
spite its organizing statute and Presi-
dent Clinton’s Executive order. To
make the Congressional Review Act
work, Congress and the agencies need
OIRA’s expertise to coordinate agency
input to the General Accounting Office
on the new rules they promulgate. The
General Accounting Office has reported

to us that they have been frustrated by
OIRA’s refusal to work with them in
their role of helping Congress under-
stand the impact of each major rule.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I thank the Sen-
ator.

We have several requests for time on
both sides of the aisle, Mr. President. I
would be happy to have Senator KOHL
yield time to Senator WELLSTONE.

Mr. KOHL. I yield to Senator
WELLSTONE.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr.
President.

I thank both my colleagues, Senator
KOHL from Wisconsin and Senator BEN
NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL from Colorado,
for their fine work.

Let me, first of all, say, Mr. Presi-
dent, I understand this is a conference
committee report, we will have a vote
on it and there are many, many good
things in this bill. I understand the
good work of all Senators. I also want
to express my personal gratitude to
Representative BERNIE SANDERS in the
House and Senator HARKIN for a provi-
sion, with the support of my col-
leagues, that they now have in this bill
which really puts our country on the
side of taking some action against co-
erced child labor in other countries. I
think it is a terribly important provi-
sion, and I am very pleased to see this
provision in this conference report, Mr.
President.

So it is with a little bit of regret that
I speak against this bill. I intend to
vote against it, though, again, I want
to make it clear why because there are
a lot of good things in the bill.

When we had this bill before us in the
Senate, I had sent a letter out to col-
leagues saying that I thought it was
not appropriate for us to take a pay in-
crease, cost-of-living increase, salary
increase, whatever you want to call it,
which I would raise our salaries to
about $136,000. I sent a letter to all my
colleagues, and then we in the Senate
voice voted for the proposition that we
would delete that pay increase. So the
Senate took a position when we voice
voted that we are not going to have a
recorded vote because there is unanim-
ity, there is a consensus in the Senate,
that this cost-of-living adjustment for
Members is not the right thing to do. I
regret to say that in the conference
committee we did not keep this pay in-
crease out of this legislation. So now
we are here today with the pay in-
crease.

Now, a filibuster is beside the point.
There is much in this bill that is very
good. It is going to pass. I understand
that. But I want to go on record as a
Senator from Minnesota about this pay
increase, not to talk about the process,
though I must say I think my col-
leagues have done a pretty good job of
not being recorded for or against this
pay increase.

To me, there is something more im-
portant. That is why I speak in the
Senate this morning and why I am
going to vote against this conference
report. I hope other Senators will as
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well. I put the cost-of-living increase or
pay increase for Senators and Rep-
resentatives in the context of the de-
bate that we have had on the floor of
the Senate over the last several years.
I have traveled in the country and
spent a lot of time in poor commu-
nities, and I cannot even begin to tell
you the number of Head Start teachers
who tell me how important early Head
Start is, how it would make so much
difference if they could have a chance
to work with kids when they are 1 and
2 years of age to give them a head
start. We have a pittance of funding for
that. We say we do not have any more
money for it, and yet we give ourselves
a salary increase.

I cannot begin to describe the con-
versations that I have had with people
all across the country about child care,
affordable child care, which by the way
is not just a problem for low-income
people, but is a problem for middle-in-
come and moderate-income families as
well. Again, we have made precious lit-
tle investment in children for child
care but we give ourselves this salary
increase.

I was at the University of Iowa on
Monday and there I found a focus on
Pell grants. I can’t tell you how many
people in the higher education commu-
nities say, ‘‘Look, by doing so little by
way of expanding Pell grants—yes, you
did the tax deductions and tax cred-
its—you are still not dealing with the
students most in need.’’ Expansion of
the Pell grant is by far the most effec-
tive way to do this. We say we cannot
do it, but we give ourselves a salary in-
crease.

Mr. President, most poignantly of
all, or at least most poignant to me, we
voted not long ago for some $50 billion
in deficit reduction, and the two major
programs that we targeted were, first,
the Food Stamp Program, which is the
major safety net program in this coun-
try when it comes to nutrition for chil-
dren; and second, benefits for legal im-
migrants. Now, we have restored some
of the benefits, though, again, we still
have eliminated food and nutrition as-
sistance for legal immigrants, and by
the year 2002 there will be a 20 percent
cut in food assistance for children.

Over 50 percent of the cuts we have
made come from the Food Stamp Pro-
gram, which is the major food nutri-
tion program in this country and is our
major safety net program. This is the
program that has led to a significant
reduction in malnutrition and hunger
among children, and yet we said that
in the name of sacrifice and in the
name of deficit reduction and in the
name of tightening our belt that we
would cut the major nutrition pro-
grams for children in America, and at
the same time we are now about to
vote for a conference report that gives
ourselves a salary increase, putting our
salaries over $136,000 a year.

I don’t think a salary increase is ap-
propriate, Mr. President. I just don’t
think it is appropriate. That is my own
view. I have had a chance to come to

the floor of the Senate and express that
view honestly, openly and directly. I
expressed that view in the letter I sent
to my colleagues before this ever came
out of the Senate. I sent another letter
to conferees saying, please stick to the
Senate position. We had a unanimous
vote in the Senate to stop this pay in-
crease and yet we still now have the in-
crease in this piece of legislation.

I just don’t see the justice of it, col-
leagues. I don’t see how we can cut
basic benefits to the most needy and
vulnerable citizens in this country—
food and nutrition benefits for children
in the name of belt tightening, sac-
rifice and deficit reduction—and at the
same time give ourselves a salary in-
crease, putting our salary over $136,000
a year. I don’t think it is appropriate.
I don’t think it is the right thing to do.

As good a job as both colleagues have
done on this piece of legislation, I will
vote against this bill and I hope other
colleagues will as well.

I yield the floor.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, be-

fore I yield 2 minutes to my friend
from Kansas, Senator BROWNBACK, I
commend Senator WELLSTONE for per-
sonally taking the lead on many of our
children’s issues in the U.S. Senate. I
have always admired him for that. He
knows my background from a home for
orphans as a youngster, and I have al-
ways really appreciated his willingness
to fight the battles for so many chil-
dren in Congress who do not have a
voice themselves.

In this bill there are many dollars, in
fact, many tens of thousands of dollars,
that are going to eventually help
youngsters. The GREAT Program is a
good example, the Youth Crime Aware-
ness Program is a good example. Just
because we fund money through the
Federal agencies doesn’t mean that
some of it has not gone to help reduce
gang violence or trying to get young-
sters away from a life of crime.

I point out that I think in the other
bills that have come before the Senate
we have tried to at least keep the base-
line steady, in fact, increased funding
for many children programs in other
areas of the national budget.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I am happy to yield
to the Senator.

Mr. WELLSTONE. This is less in the
spirit of a question, but I want to make
it clear to my colleague, because I ap-
preciate what he said, I have no objec-
tion to increases for other programs for
children in the Government, and I un-
derstand full well some of the impor-
tant programs in this piece of legisla-
tion.

That is not my quarrel. My quarrel is
the proposition that we did not elimi-
nate the pay increase for ourselves.
And I think we should have included
increases for the other programs I
spoke about.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
BROWNBACK].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Colorado for
yielding.

I want to express my appreciation
and congratulations to the conferees
on the bill and what they put together.
Overall, it is a good bill. There is a pro-
vision in this that I disagree with, and
I will join my colleague from Min-
nesota in voting and stating my posi-
tion against this bill because it does
contain the COLA for Members of Con-
gress.

That amendment was offered by my-
self and the senior Senator from Min-
nesota and was a bipartisan amend-
ment which prohibited the Congress
from receiving a cost-of-living adjust-
ment in fiscal year 1998. Mr. President,
I strongly believe that Congress should
not receive a COLA until we balance
the budget. The Senator from Min-
nesota and I have different reasons for
doing this but the same objective,
which is to object to the COLA for
Members of Congress. I note, as well,
that Members of Congress have not re-
ceived a COLA for several years to
date. I have been involved in those
fights when I was in the House. The
problem for me is that I think while we
are moving to balance the budget and
we are asking everyone to sacrifice in
getting that done, that we should not
be receiving a COLA during that period
of time. While we have passed legisla-
tion to balance the budget, we are not
quite there yet. But we are close.

Mr. President, it has never been my
purpose in this debate to cast asper-
sions upon any of my colleagues or the
institution of the Congress. I have
great respect for the Senate and the
people with whom I have the privilege
to serve—all of the people in the Sen-
ate and all the people in this body. But
I continue to believe that we should
not receive a COLA while we are still
running deficits. We should lead by ex-
ample and not raise our COLA while we
are still getting the Government’s fis-
cal house in order.

Therefore, I oppose this conference
report and call on my colleagues to do
the same. I believe this is the kind of
leadership that is necessary to finish
the work of balancing the budget and
beginning to pay down our massive
public debt. I think our children de-
serve no less. For that reason, I do op-
pose overall the conference report. For
that reason, even though I think it has
many, many, very good features and I
congratulate my colleagues for putting
it together, I cannot support the COLA
at this point in time.

I yield the floor.
Mr. CAMPBELL. I thank my col-

leagues from Kansas and Minnesota.
I point out a couple of things: It has

been 5 years in which most of the Mem-
bers voted down a cost-of-living in-
crease for themselves; also, as they
both remember when we were here on
the floor with this bill a month or so
ago, it was Senator BROWNBACK’s
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amendment and cosponsored by Sen-
ator WELLSTONE and me to delete that
COLA increase from the original bill.

So I think I have a pretty strong
record. In fact, I have never voted for a
pay increase in the U.S. Senate. And in
fact when we did go to conference, as
the Senator probably knows, both Sen-
ators probably know, there was a vote.
It was a tie vote. It was not deleted.
But Senator KOHL and I both voted
against a pay raise in conference, if
you want to use that phrase, but some
people have a disagreement. However,
we lost.

The question here is, should we sink
a $26 billion bill because we didn’t get
our way in conference or we didn’t get
our way on the floor? I have been torn
with this myself, too. It is a difficult
decision for all of us, but frankly I just
think there is so much good in this bill
that there are other options. Certainly
we can return it to the Treasury. If
Members do not want it, certainly they
can give it to charity as I have done in
the past. They can give it to scholar-
ships.

From my perspective, Mr. President,
this bill is extremely important. Today
is the date that funding runs out. It
seems to me we need to pass the bill
even if we don’t agree with the various
parts of it.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I am happy to yield
to the Senator.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I say to the Sen-
ator from Colorado he has been a lead-
er in this effort on Members of Con-
gress not receiving a COLA, and did
put this in the bill that came from the
Senate. That was the Senate provision,
that there would not be a COLA for
Members of Congress. That was the
Senate provision. It was the House that
put in otherwise.

I recognize the work that the Sen-
ator has done, and I appreciate that
very much. I also recognize the total-
ity of the bill and the excellent quali-
ties within it. I just want to note that
because it had that provision I could
not support it, but by no means ques-
tion you or other Members of the Sen-
ate. Our provision did not have the
COLA in it.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr President, I rise
today in opposition to the Treasury,
Postal, and general Government appro-
priations bill. I do so with respect for
the managers of the bill, my good
friends Senator CAMPBELL of Colorado
and Senator KOHL of Wisconsin. They
have done a fine job of bringing diver-
gent interests together, crafting a bill
that takes care of essential Govern-
ment functions. Clearly, there is much
that is right with this bill.

One thing that is right is funding for
the Global Trade and Research Pro-
gram at the Montana World Trade Cen-
ter in Missoula, MT. This vital pro-
gram is the only world trade center
housed in a university. This important
link will allow new global business
markets to be identified and targeted
to create new jobs in Montana.

But, Mr. President, I will vote
against this bill because it contains a
pay raise for Members of Congress.
Look, I’m not against pay raises. Who
couldn’t use a few extra dollars in
every paycheck. The question is: who
needs the raise. Clearly, Montanans do.
And I think with this bill we are miss-
ing the point and sending the wrong
message.

The message this bill sends is simply
‘‘we are going to protect ourselves in-
stead of creating an economy that pro-
tects average families.’’ That just
doesn’t make sense.

A vote to raise Members’ pay is the
wrong priority for Congress. This is not
the kind of leadership the Congress
needs. I believe that we will be as effec-
tive as leaders as the level of con-
fidence vested in us. Clearly, voting to
raise our pay will undermine public
confidence in Congress. Particularly
when we have an economy that isn’t
protecting average Americans.

It is clear that income for the aver-
age Montanan is not rising. Just Mon-
day, the Census Bureau released
consumer income statistics for 1994 to
1996. The numbers are startling and, I
hope, a call to action for this Congress.
Let’s look at Montana. Median house-
hold income in Montana from 1994 to
1996 was $28,838. That’s household in-
come, money that an entire family has
to spend for the year on bills, grocer-
ies, education, health care, and all the
other expenses that take a bite out of
their wallets. Montana’s median in-
come for those 3 years is over $6,000
lower than the national average and
ranks 43d in the Nation.

And, compared to our regional neigh-
bors, our median income ranks as the
lowest. Now, we have all seen the stock
market rise over the last few years.
And clearly, a healthy percentage of
Americans are making significant
money. But it hasn’t trickled down, to
borrow a phrase, to the average Mon-
tanan.

I grew up on a ranch where it was a
day’s work for a day’s pay. Americans
work hard. And we in Congress work
hard, but let’s not lose sight of who we
work for. We work for the citizens of
our States and our country. We have a
responsibility to protect them and to
advance their ability to get a fair wage
for a fair day’s work. That should be
the job of this Congress, not whether
we in this Chamber are getting a raise.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I am

sorry to say that I cannot support the
legislation before the Senate today.
While this bill contains many good pro-
visions, I have never supported any leg-
islation to raise the pay of Members of
Congress, and I will not support this
bill.

Yes, the Republican Congress has ac-
complished much this year. We have
passed legislation which puts us on
track toward balancing the Federal
budget and providing much-needed tax
relief for Americans. We have reformed
the welfare system, our nation’s immi-

gration policies, ensured our national
security, and many other laudable ac-
complishments.

But there are many tasks the Amer-
ican people expect us to complete that
we have yet to accomplish.

We still face a $5.4 trillion national
debt, which will increase by hundreds
of millions of dollars for several more
years. In fact, current predictions are
that we will not eliminate annual defi-
cits until 2001 or 2002, and our national
debt will have increased to nearly $6
trillion by that time. We have a long
way to go before we can claim to have
ended the fiscal irresponsibility that
has saddled our children and grand-
children with this staggering debt.

We still face the daunting tasks of
ensuring the future viability of the
Medicare and Social Security systems,
improving access to and affordability
of health care for all Americans, reduc-
ing the size and intrusiveness of our
Federal Government in people’s lives,
and ensuring the continued economic
health of our Nation.

Members of Congress already rank in
the top 1 percent of wage earners in
this country. Public service in the Con-
gress should not be a means to becom-
ing wealthy, but an opportunity to
serve our country.

I intend to vote against this legisla-
tion. And if it passes, I will not accept
a pay raise. I have donated to charity
every pay raise Congress has approved
for itself since I have been in office,
and I will do the same with this raise.

Mr. President, I find it quite ironic
that, at the same time the Congress is
proposing to raise pay for Members, we
are also wasting more millions of tax-
payer dollars on unnecessary, wasteful
programs.

Mr. President, this bill contains the
usual earmarks and set-asides re-
quested by Members of Congress for
their home States or districts.

I am particularly disappointed to
note that the conferees retained all but
one of the provisions to which I had ob-
jected in the Senate bill. And that one
provision that was not retained in the
conference bill—an earmark of $4 mil-
lion each for repair work at the Tru-
man and Johnson Presidential Librar-
ies—has, instead, been clearly ear-
marked in the conference report lan-
guage.

I would like to list for my colleagues
the Senate bill language, retained in
this conference agreement, that are
earmarks for unnecessary or low-prior-
ity spending or that are protectionist
in nature.

There is $1.25 million earmarked for
the Global Trade and Research Pro-
gram at the Montana World Trade Cen-
ter, which the report indicates is a one-
time set-aside to support research and
dissemination of information on explo-
ration, definition, and measurement of
contributions to economic
globalization. I should note that the
Senate had allocated $2.5 million for
this program, and the conferees very
frugally cut this earmark in half.
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Section 107—Prohibition on reor-

ganizing the Aberdeen, SD, office of the
IRS until toll-free phone line assist-
ance reaches an 80-percent service
level. We all know the difficulties expe-
rienced by all taxpayers in getting ac-
curate, timely information from the
IRS. But why should the taxpayers in
Aberdeen, SD, be guaranteed continued
access to an area IRS office? What
about taxpayers in North Dakota? Or
rural Ohio? And what if it makes sense
to save money by closing some IRS of-
fices in order to devote more resources
to achieving the 80 percent service
level for IRS telephone assistance?

Section 108—Prohibition on reor-
ganizing the IRS Criminal Investiga-
tive Division if the result is a reduc-
tion of criminal investigators in Wis-
consin and South Dakota from the 1996
level. Again, I question whether the
Congress is the right body to decide
whether the IRS’ criminal investiga-
tive resources should be concentrated.

Section 123—Requirement to estab-
lish the port of Kodiak, AK, as a port of
entry requiring U.S. Customs Service
personnel in Anchorage to serve that
port. Neither the Senate report nor the
conference report offer any particular
rationale for this directive.

Earmark of $3 million for the Rocky
Mountain High Intensity Drug Traf-
ficking Area, plus $1.5 million ear-
marked for methamphetamine reduc-
tion efforts at the facility. I ask my
colleagues, do we know whether the
Rocky Mountain area is most needful
of this extra money?

Sections 507 and 508—Provisions re-
quiring compliance with Buy America
trade restrictions. I have long sought
to remove all protectionist restrictions
on free trade, and having made some
progress, I guess the conferees wanted
to ensure that nothing would change in
the global marketplace.

Not surprisingly, the conferees also
added several provisions from the
House bill that are the same type of
wasteful spending:

Earmark of $10 million for three
newly designated High Intensity Drug
Trafficking Areas—one in the three-
State area of Kentucky, Tennessee, and
West Virginia; one in central Florida;
and one in Milwaukee, WI that was not
included in either bill. We all support
heightened efforts to combat drug traf-
ficking throughout the United States,
but I wonder how the Appropriations
Committee determined that these
three locations were the highest prior-
ity areas for funding for antidrug ef-
forts?

Section 410—Earmark of ‘‘such sums
as may be necessary’’ to repay debts to
the U.S. Treasury incurred by the
Pennsylvania Avenue Development
Corporation. How much is ‘‘nec-
essary’’? And what sense does it make
to appropriate Federal tax dollars to
repay the Federal Treasury?

Section 412—Directed sale of the Ba-
kersfield Federal Building at 800
Truxton Avenue in Bakersfield, CA, in-
cluding all land and improvements. It

is unclear from the conference agree-
ment or the House report language
whether the Federal Government
wants to dispose of this property, or if
the Congress has unilaterally decided
to demand that it be sold.

Mr. President, these are just the pro-
visions that are included in the bill.
The report language of this conference
agreement contains numerous other
earmarks and set-asides. Let me note
just a few:

Three Hundred thousand dollars to
staff a dedicated commuter lane in El
Paso, TX. This was an earmark in the
Senate report that is repeated in the
conference report, for emphasis, I
guess.

Language ‘‘encouraging’’ the Cus-
toms Service to provide extended hours
at the Opa-locka Airport in Florida.

Language ‘‘urging’’ GSA to consider
the needs of the U.S. Olympic Commit-
tee and to give the USOC priority in
acquiring a Federal building in Colo-
rado Springs, just in case the current
occupants—the U.S. Air Force Space
Command—decide to move out.

I ask unanimous consent that a list
of objectionable provisions in this con-
ference agreement be printed in the
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. McCAIN. I think it is important

to note for my colleagues that this
conference agreement, like each of the
four other conference agreements the
Senate has approved in the past few
days, contains a clause in the state-
ment of managers language that spe-
cifically endorses every single earmark
and set-aside in the underlying reports
of the House and Senate, unless specifi-
cally stated otherwise in the con-
ference report. Mr. President, the bot-
tom line is that Members of Congress
can use the language in these reports,
which ‘‘urges’’ or ‘‘encourages’’ or
‘‘strongly supports’’ some action, but
which falls short of an earmark or di-
rective, to pressure agencies to act ac-
cordingly.

Mr. President, I will say once again
that this practice of wasteful spending
must stop.

EXHIBIT 1

OBJECTIONABLE PROVISIONS IN CONFERENCE
AGREEMENT ON H.R. 2378, THE FY 1998
TREASURY/POSTAL APPROPRIATIONS BILL

BILL LANGUAGE

$1.25 million earmarked for the Global
Trade and Research Program at the World
Trade Center, which the report indicates is a
one-time set-aside to support research and
dissemination of information on exploration,
definition, and measurement of contribu-
tions to economic globalization.

Section 107—Prohibition on reorganizing
the Aberdeen, South Dakota, office of the
IRS until toll-free phone line assistance
reaches an 80 percent service level.

Section 108—Prohibition on reorganizing
the IRS Criminal Investigative Division if
the result is a reduction of criminal inves-
tigators in Wisconsin and South Dakota
from the 1996 level.

Section 123—Requirement to establish the
port of Kodiak, Alaska, as a port of entry re-
quiring U.S. Customs Service personnel in
Anchorage to serve that port.

Earmark of $10 million for three newly des-
ignated High Intensity Drug Trafficking
Areas—in Milwaukee, Wisconsin; in the
three State area of Kentucky, Tennessee,
and West Virginia; and in central Florida.

Earmark of $3 million for the Rocky Moun-
tain High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area,
plus $1.5 million earmarked for methamphet-
amine reduction efforts at the facility.

Section 410—Earmark of ‘‘such sums as
may be necessary’’ to repay debts to the U.S.
Treasury incurred by the Pennsylvania Ave-
nue Development Corporation.

Section 412—Directed sale of the Bakers-
field Federal Building at 800 Truxton Avenue
in Bakersfield, California, including all land
and improvements.

Sections 507 and 508—Provisions requiring
compliance with ‘‘Buy America’’ trade re-
strictions.

REPORT LANGUAGE

[NOTE: Conferees explicitly endorse all ear-
marks and set-asides included in either the
House and Senate reports, unless specifically
addressed in the conference report statement
of managers. The following listing includes
only those objectionable provisions specifi-
cally included in the conference report lan-
guage; additional items can be found in the
underlying House and Senate reports on the
bill.]

Earmarks
$500,000 earmarked for contract awards to

the National Law Center for Inter-American
Free Trade to support federal government ef-
forts to conduct legal research specific to
relevant trade issues.

$500,000 to support the Global TransPark
Network Customs Information Project.

$300,000 to staff a dedicated commuter lane
in El Paso, Texas.

$2 million add-on for Customs Service
monitoring and enforcement of the U.S./Can-
ada Softwood Lumber Agreement, and lan-
guage stating the conferees’ ‘‘expectation’’
that the Customs Service will cease to en-
force any interpretive ruling ‘‘that would
have the effect of undermining enforcement
of the Lumber Agreement, including any rul-
ing that would have the effect of classifying
lumber that would otherwise be classified
under the heading of 4407 of the Harmonized
Tariff Schedule in a different classification
because it has been drilled or otherwise sub-
ject to minor processing, until Congress can
address this issue’’.

$2 million of GSA funds directed to be
spent in accordance with House report,
which earmarks the funds to initiate a pilot
project in the development, demonstration,
and continuous research of emerging digital
learning technologies.

$1 million of GSA funds earmarked for a
digital medical education project.

Directive language that GSA provide fund-
ing in FY 1999 for protection and mainte-
nance of Governor’s Island in New York, as
necessary to ensure no undue deterioration
of the property prior to disposal.

$4 million earmarked for repair and res-
toration of the Truman Library, and another
$4 million for similar work on the Roosevelt
Library.

Words of encouragement:
Language ‘‘encouraging’’ the Customs

Service to provide customs service at Opa-
locka Airport in Dade County from 9:00 a.m.
to 10:00 p.m. daily, instead of the current 9:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. daily schedule, because the
conferees believe the diversion of aircraft
after 5:00 p.m. to Miami International Air-
port creates unnecessary congestion at the
nation’s busiest cargo airport.
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Language ‘‘urging’’ GSA to strongly con-

sider the U.S. Olympic Committee’s need for
additional space and to give priority to the
USOC request to gain title to or otherwise
acquire a building in Colorado Springs cur-
rently occupied by the U.S. Air Force Space
Command and owned by GSA.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
rise to make a few remarks concerning
the fiscal year 1998 Treasury appropria-
tions conference report. First, I would
like to thank the chairman of the Sen-
ate Treasury Appropriations Sub-
committee, and my good friend, Sen-
ator CAMPBELL. He and his staff have
been most gracious in working with me
on a range of issues of concern to
North Carolina, including funding in
the budget of the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco and Firearms for two new data
acquisition stations [DAS] for the
Cumberland County sheriff’s office and
the Guilford County sheriff’s office.
These two stations will allow law en-
forcement in both western and eastern
North Carolina access to sophisticated
technology to examine bullets and bul-
let fragments found at crime scenes.
These DAS stations will be powerful
crime-fighting tools, and I want to
thank the chairman for helping to
make this possible.

I also want to thank the chairman
for his inclusion of language I re-
quested to repeal section 1555 of the
Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act
[FASA]. As many of my colleagues in
the Senate know, this language was
originally passed in 1994 without any
hearings, and without any debate in
Congress.

It was intended to give State and
local governments access to the Gen-
eral Services Administration [GSA]
purchasing schedule. GSA sells every-
thing from office supplies to cars and
law enforcement equipment.

The problem is this—if every State
and local government purchases their
supplies directly through the Federal
Government, thousands of small busi-
nesses who currently provide those
supplies will go out of business.

Section 1555 has not yet been imple-
mented—a temporary moratorium was
enacted in 1995, and most recently ex-
tended until the end of this session of
Congress as part of the Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations Act for
fiscal year 1997.

If section 1555 were not repealed,
most businesses would no longer be
able to sell products to their local gov-
ernments, but would be driven out by
unfair competition. Perhaps a select
few would be included in the General
Services Administration’s purchasing
schedules, but heaven help the small
business man or woman who must
come to Washington, DC, for permis-
sion every time he or she wants to sell
office supplies to their local city coun-
cil or county commission. Tragically,
this is the kind of result that section
1555 would bring about, and it would
devastate small businesses across the
country.

I have heard from numerous small
business men and women who regard

this provision to be a potential disas-
ter, were it ever to be implemented.
Thankfully, it will not be, now that
language to repeal this statute has
been included in this conference report.
Section 1555 should never be imple-
mented, it should be repealed as soon
as possible. I strongly support the re-
peal language included in the bill.

CONGRESSIONAL PAY RAISE

Mr. President, there are two other
matters addressed in the Treasury ap-
propriations conference report which
forces me to oppose the bill, in spite of
much that I have already described
which is good.

Most troubling to me is language
added to this conference report which
removes a Senate amendment placing a
1-year freeze on congressional pay. I
am opposed to a congressional pay in-
crease. I am deeply disappointed that
Members of Congress will now receive a
2.3-percent cost-of-living adjustment
[COLA], and I do not plan on accepting
this increase when I receive it.

In fact, I believe that to accept this
pay raise next year would be in viola-
tion of the 27th amendment to the Con-
stitution. I know that Chairman CAMP-
BELL and others joined me in opposi-
tion to this pay increase, but due to
some procedural shortcuts, a con-
ference was convened late on the
evening of September 29—on a day
when no votes had been scheduled, and
I had already made commitments to be
in North Carolina—for the sole purpose
of attaching this pay increase for Mem-
bers of Congress.

I am also deeply disappointed that an
amendment I offered to remove com-
puter games from all Government com-
puters was not included in the con-
ference report. I am pleased, however,
that Senator THOMPSON, chairman of
the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs, has indicated his interest in pur-
suing this issue in the future. I look
forward to working with Senator
THOMPSON to ensure that Government
employees are not wasting taxpayers’
dollars playing computer games when
they should be working.

Due to the inclusion of the pay raise
for Members of Congress and the re-
moval of my amendment to remove
computer games from Government
computers, I regret that I must vote
against the Treasury appropriations
conference report on final passage.

THE CONGRESSIONAL PAY INCREASE

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my deep concern
about one provision within the bill be-
fore us today. The fiscal year 1998
Treasury-Postal Appropriations Act
contains a cost-of-living adjustment—a
pay raise—for Members of Congress.
This increase represents a major
change in policy. It has not been the
subject of hearings. It has not been
aired in public. The timing and merit
are questionable. In light of these con-
cerns, I intend to vote no on the pay
raise, and no on the bill.

Each year I have been in the Senate,
we have acted to suspend cost-of-living

adjustments for Congress. In light of
our ongoing efforts to balance the Fed-
eral budget and restore people’s faith
in the process, I think this has been
the right course. Simply stated, allow-
ing our own pay to increase sends the
wrong signal at a time when the budget
is out of balance and real wages are
stagnant for many workers.

Like it or not, we in Federal office
have a responsibility to set an exam-
ple, to set the tone for responsible dia-
log about the Federal budget. Accept-
ing a pay raise at this time undermines
any credibility we might have on budg-
et issues.

In July, Congress passed a historic
law that will balance the Federal budg-
et. After years of partisan rancor, bick-
ering, disputes, and Government shut-
downs, we were able to put aside dif-
ferences and agree on a compromise
that makes sense, and gives the people
what they have been asking for.

Now, most of us who worked on this
package, and made the tough calls over
the past few years understandably
want to promote the compromise and
take credit for finishing the job. And I
think we should. But taking a pay
raise on the heels of passing a balanced
budget sends the wrong signal. It says
to the people, ‘‘we didn’t really mean
it.’’

As a member of the Appropriations
Committee, it is very difficult for me
to vote against the Treasury-Postal
bill. In fact, it is rare that any of us on
the committee opposes one of our own
bills. In this case, I have to make an
exception, even though there are many
worthy programs and projects funded
in this bill.

I hope my colleagues will hear my
reasons and listen to them. As elected
leaders, we are held to a different
standard. We have a responsibility to
set the tone, to earn the respect of our
constituents. The public will be watch-
ing this vote. To them, it is not about
funding the executive branch agencies.
Instead, it is about whether we are
willing to live up to our own standard
of fiscal responsibility in 1997.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise
today to voice my opposition to a pro-
vision within the Treasury, General
Government, Civil Service Appropria-
tions Act.

I am the ranking member of the sub-
committee which crafted this legisla-
tion, and there is much to support in
the bill. However, I am opposed to the
provision in the bill to provide a 2.3-
percent cost-of-living-adjustment to
Members of Congress.

I have heard the arguments on both
sides of the issue and I cannot agree
that it is appropriate for Congress to
receive this pay raise. While we have
made progress in balancing the budget,
we have not made the kind of progress
which justifies this raise. The Amer-
ican public is rightly holding us to a
higher standard, and until we meet
that standard, congressional pay
should remain at its current level.
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Earlier this week, we had a vote in

the House-Senate conference commit-
tee on whether to keep the pay raise in
the bill. I was prepared to offer a mo-
tion to reject the pay raise, and, in-
deed, voted against the measure. As
this body knows, the House voted to in-
sist on its position, and we could not
muster a majority in the Senate to
similarly insist on this Chamber’s posi-
tion against the pay raise.

Mr. President, this bill before us also
includes many provisions and impor-
tant programs. If this were an up-or-
down vote on the pay raise, I would
again oppose the measure. But, this
bill is more than that—it funds the
Treasury Department, the Internal
Revenue Service, the White House, and
dozens of other Federal agencies.

In addition, the bill includes many
anticrime programs, including those
operated by ‘‘Drug Czar,’’ the Treasury
Department, and the Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco, and Firearms. I’m
pleased that the legislation includes $3
million for the designation of a high-
intensity drug trafficking area for mil-
waukee, WI. Unfortunately, the drug
epidemic often crosses State lines, and
it is necessary for Wisconsin law en-
forcement agencies to coordinate with
Federal authorities. If the drug czar
concurs with the language in this bill,
this money will help my State better
combat the growing drug problem.

The legislation also includes a $1 mil-
lion increase in the Youth Gun Crime
Interdiction Initiative. Milwaukee is
one of a small number of cities selected
last year to participate in the program
which uses resources from the Federal
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire-
arms to trace weapons in an attempt to
track the seller. The program saw its
first success in April when Milwaukee
Police arrested a grocery store security
guard and charged him with Federal
firearms violations. Lawrence M.
Shikes plead guilty to purchasing guns
and reselling them to juveniles, gang
members, and drug dealers in the Mil-
waukee area. This is an important pro-
gram, and one of the reasons that I am
voting for the overall bill.

Mr. President, while I am voting for
this bill, I strongly oppose to the con-
gressional pay raise provision. Because
of this conviction, I will not accept any
increase in my salary. Since coming to
the Senate in 1989, I have not accepted
any salary increase, and I will return
any future pay increase to the U.S.
Treasury to reduce the deficit.

Since this is one provision of a larger
bill, I will vote in favor of the measure.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum and ask that the
time continue to be charged to both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call.

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

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

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be permitted to
speak as in morning business for up to
about 5 minutes.

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

SECTION 110 OF THE ILLEGAL IM-
MIGRATION REFORM AND IMMI-
GRANT RESPONSIBILITY ACT

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President,
today, I want to bring to the Senate’s
attention an issue of great concern, not
only to my home State of Michigan,
but also to many other Northeastern
States that border Canada. Section 110,
a rather small provision of the 1996 Il-
legal Immigration Reform and Immi-
grant Responsibility Act, has gen-
erated waves of controversy here in the
United States and in Canada because of
its unintended negative impact on
trade and travel between the two coun-
tries.

Section 110 requires the Immigration
and Naturalization Service to develop
an automated entry and exit system to
document the entry and departure of
every alien arriving in and leaving the
United States. The term ‘‘every alien’’
certainly would be interpreted to in-
clude both Canadians and American
permanent residents who cross our
land borders with Canada.

This interpretation conflicts with the
decades-old practice of not requiring
Canadians to present a passport, visa,
or border crossing identification card
at the border. As previously described,
this interpretation was not intended by
the law’s authors. My former col-
league, Alan Simpson, who preceded
me as chairman of the Senate Immi-
gration Subcommittee, and Represent-
ative LAMAR SMITH, who is the current
chairman of the House Immigration
Subcommittee, wrote in a letter last
year to the Canadian Government that
they did not intend to impose a new re-
quirement for border crossing cards on
Canadians who are not presently re-
quired to possess such documents.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
His Excellency RAYMOND CHRÉTIEN,
Ambassador of Canada,
Canadian Embassy, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. AMBASSADOR: This is in reply to
your letter regarding congressional intent in
the implementation of Sections 104 and 110 of
the ‘‘Illegal Immigration Reform and Immi-
grant Responsibility Act of 1996.’’ Ms. Strom
and Mr. Day were accurate in their descrip-
tion of our intent regarding those provisions.

With regard to Section 104, it was not our
intent to impose a new border crossing card
requirement on Canadians who do not now
need to possess such a card to enter the Unit-
ed States. With regard to Section 110, again,
it was not our intent that Canadian citizens
who now enter the United States without an
I–94 will be required to obtain that form in
the future.

Of course, any Canadians who elect to pos-
sess a border crossing card will be subject to

the requirements for an improved card; and
any Canadians who are now issued an I–94
form will be subject to the new exit control
provisions of the law. But, again, we did not
intend to impose a new requirement for bor-
der crossing cards or I–94’s on Canadians who
are not presently required to possess such
documents.

Respectfully yours,
ALAN K. SIMPSON,

Chairman, Subcommit-
tee on
Immigration, U.S. Senate

LAMAR S. SMITH,
Chairman, Immigra-

tions & Claims,
House of Representatives.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the letter
from the Canadian Ambassador to Con-
gressman SMITH to which his letter re-
sponds be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
Hon. LAMAR S. SMITH,
Chairman, Immigration and Claims,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I wish to bring to
your attention some language of the ‘‘Illegal
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Respon-
sibility Act of 1996’’ which, depending on how
it is interpreted, could have significant cost
implications for the United States as well as
affect the mobility of millions of Canadians.

Section 110 of the Act requires the Attor-
ney General to develop an automated entry-
exit control system at ports of entry. We un-
derstand that this provision was introduced
to document the entry and exit and gather
information on immigration violations com-
mitted by foreign nationals who are entering
the United States legally either with a U.S.
non-immigrant visa or through the privilege
of a visa waiver pursuant to the Visa Waiver
Program initiated in 1986. Officials in both
the Immigration and Naturalization Service
and the State Department have brought to
our attention that the final language of Sec-
tion 110 uses the word ‘‘alien’’ without any
qualification. This could be interpreted as
including the millions of Canadian citizens
who enter the United States every year and
are not issued an I–94 form.

My officials have discussed the matter in-
formally with Ms. Cordia Strom, your Chief
Counsel, and Mr. Richard Day, her counter-
part, in the House immigration Subcommit-
tee. Ms. Strom and Mr. Day confirmed our
understanding of the legislative intent as
stated above. They indicated that Congress
did not intend to require the issuance of doc-
umentation and the control of departure for
the millions of Canadians who have, since
well before 1986, traditionally enjoyed the
privilege of a summary inspection. Such in-
terpretation would have a very negative im-
pact on cross border mobility at high volume
border crossings such as the Rainbow bridge
in Niagara Falls or the Detroit-Windsor Tun-
nel. I would therefore be grateful if you
could confirm that Congress did not intend
to make Canadians subject to this provision.

I am also concerned about an interpreta-
tion of Section 104 of the same Act that ap-
peared in ‘‘Interpreter Releases’’ in their Oc-
tober 7, 1996 issue. The ‘‘Section-by-Section
Summary’’ of that publication on Section 104
suggests that all aliens must use a border
crossing card with a biometric identifier by
September 30, 1999.

In their efforts to facilitate mobility in the
context of the Border Accord, both Canada
and the United States, encourage frequent
travellers to consider the benefits of using
dedicated inspections lines by enrolling in
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