
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6489 June 26, 1997 
not against Mr. Jenkins, and the inves-
tigation should be terminated now and 
stop any waste of taxpayers dollars. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JESSE BROWN 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

rise today to pay tribute to a dynamic 
leader, very capable public servant, te-
nacious veteran’s advocate, and a good 
friend—Veterans’ Affairs Secretary 
Jesse Brown. 

I am saddened by the news that Sec-
retary Brown is leaving after four pro-
ductive and hard working years at the 
helm of the U.S. Department of Vet-
erans’ Affairs. Under his leadership, 
the VA and veterans have made tre-
mendous progress. 

Jesse Brown fought battle after bat-
tle to protect, reform, and fully fund 
veterans’ health care. Jesse Brown won 
most of those battles. 

Jesse Brown fought to strengthen 
benefits for Vietnam veterans exposed 
to Agent Orange. He fought for their 
children suffering from Spina Bifida. 
Jesse Brown won those battles. 

Jesse Brown fought to improve the 
veterans’ benefits claims process. He 
better than anyone knew the impor-
tance of timely, accurate, and fair de-
cisions. 

Jesse Brown worked hard for vet-
erans with post-traumatic stress dis-
order, Persian Gulf war veterans, 
women veterans, homeless veterans, 
and many others. 

Most importantly, Jesse Brown cares 
about people. I’ve seen him on many 
occasions stop what he’s doing to visit 
one-on-one with a veteran in need or a 
grieving loved one. In an airport, on 
the street, in a hospital, at VFW post, 
Jesse always took the time to listen to 
people and to try to help them. That is 
what leadership is all about. That is 
what being an effective public servant 
is all about. That is what being a vet-
erans’ advocate is all about. 

Jesse was never afraid to speak his 
mind and fight for veterans and their 
families—no matter the strength of the 
opposition or political risk to him. He 
did what he thought was right. He was 
proud to be their advocate and it 
should come as no surprise when said 
that being Secretary had been the high 
point of his life. Jesse Brown, a former 
Marine wounded in Vietnam, can feel 
good about his accomplishments and he 
can feel proud that his place in history 
is secure. He will be known forever as 
the Secretary for Veterans’ Affairs. He 
will be known as one of the best vet-
erans’ advocates the country has ever 
seen. 

Here are some of the comments that 
veterans, their families, and veterans’ 
advocates have shared with me since 
learning the news that Jesse is leaving 
the VA. 

Jesse brought to the VA real experience, 
knowledge, and wisdom to prepare the VA 
for the 21st Century. We’ll miss him.’’—Ber-
nie Melter, Commissioner, Minnesota De-
partment of Veterans’ Affairs. 

Jesse Brown’s commitment to veterans 
will never be questioned and his tenure as 

Secretary for Veterans Affairs will go down 
in history as the greatest advocate for vet-
erans we’ll ever see.—Duane Krueger, Viet-
nam veteran and Anoka County Veterans 
Service Officer. 

Secretary Brown’s departure is a major 
loss for all veterans. His advocacy for vet-
erans was without regard to political affili-
ation and was based upon the fact that as a 
veteran you had earned your entitlement.— 
Wayne Sletten, Vietnam era veteran and 
Lake County Veterans’ Service officer. 

In my personal opinion Secretary Jesse 
Brown was the best leader of the VA we’ve 
ever had.—Chuck Milbrandt, Director, Min-
neapolis VA Medical Center. 

At a time when my family was struggling 
to obtain my late husband’s benefits for 
Agent Orange, Jesse took the time to person-
ally review the case and ensure that we re-
ceived all the benefits to which we were enti-
tled. We owe a great debt of gratitude to 
Jesse Brown and his commitment to helping 
people.—Leesa Gilmore, widow of Vietnam 
Veteran Tim Gillmore. 

Secretary Jesse Brown will be sorely 
missed by all of us at the St. Paul VA Re-
gional Office and Insurance Center. He was a 
strong and fair leader and served as an excel-
lent role model on how we ought to serve 
veterans and their dependents. We will miss 
his guidance, candor, and wit. We wish him 
the best of luck in future endeavors and 
know that he will continue to be a strong ad-
vocate for all veterans.—Ron Henke, Direc-
tor, St. Paul VA Regional Office and Insur-
ance Center. 

These are some of the many people 
who have expressed their admiration 
and respect for Jesse Brown and who 
want to recognize his many achieve-
ments during his tenure in office. 

For me, I will dearly miss working 
side-by-side with Jesse fighting for vet-
erans and their families. Like veterans 
in Minnesota, he has been my teacher 
and today here in the U.S. Senate I am 
proud to honor him and thank him for 
his incredible service and wonderful 
friendship. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
join me in paying tribute to VA Sec-
retary Brown and properly recognize 
him for his many years of service and 
commitment to the Nation and her vet-
erans. 

f 

MEDICARE PROVISIONS VIOLATE 
BIPARTISAN BUDGET AGREEMENT 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, as a 
Member of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, I have spent the last four 
months in ongoing negotiations work-
ing towards the enactment of a real, 
balanced budget plan. I was part of the 
bipartisan negotiations that resulted 
in the historic balanced budget agree-
ment. Getting to this agreement was 
not an easy task, but I realized that 
the need to get to balance was critical. 
I negotiated in good faith and believed 
that the final product was an equi-
table, fiscally sound agreement that 
did balance the budget without jeop-
ardizing vital programs. 

The agreement ensured the continued 
solvency of Medicare. It guaranteed 
that Medicare would remain an afford-
able health insurance program that 
provided quality health care for mil-
lions of senior citizens. The agreement 

also allowed for an expansion of health 
insurance for 10 million children that 
have no health insurance. It called for 
the largest investment in education in 
over 30 years and it would provide real 
tax relief for working families. While I 
still had some reservations about the 
agreement, I supported the package be-
cause I knew that in any good faith ne-
gotiation one can never expect to win 
on all points. It was not a perfect 
agreement and as I have said in the 
past, it is not the one that I would have 
produced. But, it was a bipartisan, fis-
cally sound balanced budget agree-
ment. 

The agreement called for $204 billion 
in net deficit reduction. This would be 
in addition to the over $200 billion in 
deficit reduction already accomplished 
as a result of the 1993 deficit reduction 
package. The agreement built on this 
successful deficit reduction package 
which resulted in 4 straight years of 
declining deficits. In 1993, the annual 
Federal deficit was close to $300 billion, 
for 1997 the Congressional Budget Of-
fice estimates that the deficit could 
fall to $70 billion. I was proud to be 
part of this deficit reduction effort and 
believed that we could get our fiscal 
house in order. 

Following passage of S. Con. Res. 27, 
the FY98 Budget Resolution, which in-
corporated the balanced budget agree-
ment, I was hopeful that a fair, equi-
table and fiscally sound balanced budg-
et would be in place by the end of the 
year. I negotiated in good faith; I 
agreed to adhere to the agreement; and 
I was of the belief that my colleagues 
would do the same. 

Unfortunately, the reconciliation 
spending measure adopted by the Sen-
ate, violates this bipartisan agreement. 
But, more importantly, it violates the 
commitment I made to my constitu-
ents when I was elected to the U.S. 
Senate. 

One of the commitments I made to 
the people of Washington State was to 
work to expand affordable health care 
for all Americans. I am proud of the 
steps we have taken to improve access 
to health care for more Americans. Un-
fortunately, included in this reconcili-
ation legislation is a provision that 
will deny affordable, quality health in-
surance for those Americans age 65 to 
67. Increasing the Medicare eligibility 
age from 65 to 67 will deny affordable, 
quality health insurance for millions of 
Americans. I cannot in all good con-
science support legislation that in-
creases the number of uninsured Amer-
icans. We should be looking to reduce 
the numbers of Americans with no 
health security, not adding to it. 

I did not come to this decision with-
out a great deal of thought. I have lis-
tened to the debate on both sides of 
these issues. I cannot help but think 
about the impact that these provisions 
will have on senior citizens who have 
worked hard all of their lives and are 
now facing escalating health care costs 
and limited retirement income. I only 
need to think about my own parents to 
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truly understand what these changes 
mean to our senior citizens. When my 
father was diagnosed with M.S. my par-
ents saw their insurance deductibles 
increase to $2,000 a piece overnight. 
Their premiums also increased dra-
matically every year. There was noth-
ing that they could do as there were no 
other available health insurance plans 
that would cover my father. They were 
struggling to simply make their insur-
ance payments and other basic life ne-
cessities. My father was desperate to 
turn 65 because he was not sure how 
much longer he could afford insurance 
or how much longer they would cover 
him. An additional two more years of 
skyrocketing premiums and 
deductibles would have financially dev-
astated my parents. My father may 
have lost his insurance if he had to 
wait two additional years. He would 
have lost access to effective therapies 
for treating MS and slowing the 
progress of this crippling illness. As it 
was I know that there were times when 
my parents feared going to the doctors 
because of the impact on their deduct-
ible and premiums. Is this what we 
want for our parents? 

My parents knew that once they 
reached 65 they would have some guar-
antee of affordable, quality health in-
surance. Prior to this, there simply 
was no guarantee. They knew that 
prior to 65 that were one illness away 
from financial disaster. If we act to in-
crease the eligibility age to 67 there 
will be those seniors who face an even 
worse fate and will be at the mercy of 
insurance companies. They will see 
their retirement security jeopardized 
and their access to preventive health 
care gone. We should be encouraging 
greater access to preventive health 
care as it controls long term health 
care costs. Increasing the age to 67 will 
only make people sicker and poorer. I 
cannot support this type of outcome. 

There is another troubling provision 
within the reconciliation package 
which, I might add was only introduced 
yesterday and was not part of the bal-
anced budget agreement. With less 
than 24 hours to consider the implica-
tions, the Senate is ready to means 
test Part B premiums. Medicare pre-
miums could climb to over $2,000 for 
senior citizens earning more than 
$50,000. The Social Security Adminis-
tration would now have to know the 
exact income of every beneficiary for 
any given month. 

The administrative burdens alone 
warrant further Congressional review. 
Additionally, adding to the cost of the 
administration of Social Security rep-
resents a direct attack on the Social 
Security Trust Fund. The means test-
ing as proposed in the reconciliation 
package that the Senate adopted is un-
workable. 

There are simply too many questions 
regarding these provisions. We need 
more time and debate before we act to 
radically alter Medicare. Medicare re-
mains one of the most successful anti- 
poverty programs ever adopted by Con-

gress. The popularity of this program 
speaks to the success of the program 
and the success of efforts to ensure 
health care security for our senior citi-
zens. Enacting an increase in the eligi-
bility age and means testing Part B 
premiums will do little to address the 
long term financial solvency issues. 
What it will do is undermine our com-
mitment to senior citizens and jeop-
ardize the success of the Medicare pro-
gram. 

We all know that real Medicare re-
forms are necessary. When the so- 
called baby boom generation begins to 
retire there will be a significant in-
crease in Medicare enrollees. I am 
ready to face the challenge of enacting 
real comprehensive Medicare reforms. 
However, I am concerned that these 
two provisions including in the rec-
onciliation package are being offered 
as some kind of panacea to real reform 
and will do little to address long term 
solvency concerns. Increasing the age 
for Medicare eligibility and the means 
testing proposal will do little to con-
trol Medicare costs, they will, however, 
devastate millions of senior citizens. 
This reconciliation bill is not the ap-
propriate venue for significant Medi-
care changes. Reforming any program 
that serves over 33 million Americans 
requires a more cautious and thorough 
process. 

I came to the debate hoping that at 
the very least we would remove these 
two provisions from the legislation. I 
supported amendment that would have 
conformed this reconciliation bill to 
the equitable provisions included in the 
balanced budget agreement. It now ap-
pears that this is unlikely and these 
two provisions will remain in the bill. 
I could not support any legislation that 
would jeopardize affordable, quality 
health care for millions of senior citi-
zens. 

It is truly unfortunate that we were 
not successful in eliminating these pro-
visions as there are many aspects of 
this legislation that do adhere to the 
balanced budget agreement and could 
have positive fiscal, economic and so-
cial ramifications. But, I had to send 
the message that I could not support 
any legislation that jeopardizes Medi-
care. 

It is difficult for me to vote no on 
this entire reconciliation package. 
This legislation will fix the dev-
astating impact of welfare reform for 
disabled, low-income, legal immi-
grants. It provides an additional $16 
billion for children’s health care initia-
tives. It allows for an expansion of pre-
vention benefits for Medicare bene-
ficiaries. I am also pleased that the 
Managers accepted my amendment to 
clarify that States can waive victims 
of domestic violence from the punitive 
welfare reform requirements. I am 
grateful to the Chairman of the Budget 
Committee for accepting this impor-
tant amendment and am disappointed 
that I cannot support the overall pack-
age. 

I know that there is a very good 
chance that these problems could be 

addressed in Conference as they are not 
currently included in the reconcili-
ation bill passed in the House. I will 
make every effort to ensure that these 
provisions do not survive Conference. I 
believe that if we can get back to the 
bipartisan agreement and good faith 
negotiations, we can still send to the 
President a balanced budget agreement 
that he can sign. If we have learned 
nothing else over the last two years, I 
sincerely hope that my Colleagues have 
learned that legislative accomplish-
ments can only happen through honest, 
bipartisan efforts. 

I reluctantly voted no on this rec-
onciliation bill. I want my Colleagues 
to know that this bill is unacceptable 
and violates the bipartisan balanced 
budget agreement. If we can work in 
Conference to improve the bill and cor-
rect the unnecessary Medicare provi-
sions I believe we would have a good 
balanced budget plan. I urge my Col-
leagues to put aside their philosophical 
differences and work to enact the his-
toric balanced budget agreement. 

f 

THE COMMUNICATIONS DECENCY 
ACT 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, the Su-
preme Court decision against the Com-
munications Decency Act marks a de-
parture from precedent on indecency, 
and weakens the protection of children 
by our laws. 

The Court, even in this decision, rec-
ognizes that Congress has a compelling 
interest in protecting the physical and 
psychological well-being of children. In 
the past, they took that standard to in-
clude indecency restrictions on every 
communications medium of our soci-
ety—telephones, radio, television, 
bookstores, video shops. 

But with today’s decision, the Su-
preme Court has refused to apply that 
standard to protect a child on a com-
puter in his or her own home. It argues, 
instead, that unrestricted access to in-
decency by adults on the Internet over-
rides any community interest in the 
protection of children. 

In the Communications Decency Act, 
we gave a definition of indecency that 
was upheld by the Courts in case after 
case. Now the Supreme Court has ap-
parently decided that this definition 
cannot be applied to the Internet. In 
other words, though an image dis-
played on a television screen would be 
indecent, an image displayed on a com-
puter screen would not. It is difficult 
to understand how a child would under-
stand the difference. It is the content, 
not the technology, that should con-
cern us. 

The Supreme Court did leave some 
room for Congress to redraft the CDA 
along less restrictive lines, but, in the 
process, creates a privileged place for 
computer indecency, safe from the laws 
we apply everywhere else in our soci-
ety. So, under the Supreme Court’s 
guidelines, it is permissible for an 
adult to send indecent material di-
rectly to a child by e-mail, but not to 
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