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was very faithful. We had a very warm
relationship.

When I served in the House, I can re-
member one of the first conversations
we had was about a national park in
Nevada. I had never contemplated a na-
tional park in Nevada. We did not have
one. I, frankly, did not know the his-
tory of Nevada as it related to the area
around Mt. Wheeler. I did not realize
that Key Pittman, a longtime Senator
from Nevada, had sent President Rea-
gan’s Director of the Park Service,
William Penn Mott, there when he was
a park ranger in the 1930s to find a site
in Nevada for a national park, and this
is the spot that he found and gave this
information to President Roosevelt.

Over the years, many political bat-
tles ensued and the park never came
into being. I did some wilderness legis-
lation for Nevada. It was extremely
controversial. But based on my con-
versations with BRUCE VENTO, I decided
to peel off some of what we were doing
in wilderness and go for a national
park. It was one of the best things I
ever did; we now have a national park
in Nevada, Great Basin National Park,
which is really a world wonder. It has
a mountain peak over 13,000 feet high;
it has Nevada’s only glacier; it has the
oldest living thing in the world, the
bristlecone pine—over 5,000 years old.
They were there before Christ came to
Earth; they were there during the time
the pyramids were built. In addition,
Lehman Caves is located inside the
park boundary.

Without talking more about the park
itself, just the inception of that idea
came to me as a result of a conversa-
tion I had with BRUCE VENTO as a new
Member of the House of Representa-
tives. He was very interested in things
related to the environment.

BRUCE VENTO being dead now is hard
to contemplate because he worked so
hard on his physical body. A few years
ago, while here at his home in Wash-
ington, he fell off the roof while doing
some work and was broken up very
badly. But it only kept him from his
gym work for a short period of time,
even though he had broken bones.

BRUCE VENTO died as a result of as-
bestosis which he contracted as a
young man while working with asbes-
tos. Out of nowhere he developed a lung
problem. Last year he had a lung re-
moved. They were hoping that they got
it. They didn’t. And a few weeks ago it
was announced they did not. I am sure
his family and those close to him knew
that his life was not going to be long,
but I didn’t know.

I am really saddened at the death of
BRUCE VENTO. He is somebody who I
will always remember. I will always re-
member him for his smile and his love
for the environment and, on a personal
basis, for what he did to quicken my
mind about the possibility of having a
national park in Nevada.

Our country is less today than it was
yesterday as a result of the passing of
BRUCE VENTO. I expressed to his family
the great affection that I and many

Members, those who work with me in
the Congress, have for BRUCE. I wish
them, no I don’t wish them—I give
them the knowledge that the passage
of time will lessen the anguish they
now feel. Hopefully, as the months pass
by, only memories of their love and
loss will be in their minds, and not the
fact of their loss; the fact of the many
things he contributed to this country
will be paramount in their minds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I heard
the remarks of our colleague from Ne-
vada about our good friend, BRUCE
VENTO. I also express my deepest sym-
pathies to his family at their loss. It is
a loss to them and it is a loss to Amer-
ica. BRUCE VENTO was a man who edu-
cated many of us, including myself, as
to the great value of our national
parks; that in many ways they are the
repositories of America’s dream, of
what kind of a country we were and
what kind of an America we wish to
leave for future generations.

I had the opportunity to talk to Con-
gressman VENTO just a few weeks ago
on behalf of a national park that I feel
very deeply about, Everglades National
Park. As always, he was extremely so-
licitous of information and forth-
coming in his willingness to be of as-
sistance.

I am saddened today at the news of
BRUCE VENTO’s passing. America, and
particularly our great natural treas-
ures, have lost a tremendous friend and
articulate advocate on their behalf.
f

THE BUDGETING PROCESS

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I come
this afternoon to the floor for two rea-
sons. The first is to express my general
dismay at the status of the budgeting
process for this year. Second is to give
a specific example of how this process
has resulted in a program—which was
clearly outlined and approved by Con-
gress and signed into law by the Presi-
dent as the Equity Transportation Act
for the 21st Century, generally referred
to as TEA–21—has been convoluted.

Let me first talk about the general
budgeting process for this year. We are
now 10 days into the new fiscal year,
and substantial parts of our budget
have yet to be enacted and sent to the
President for his consideration. Even
more dismaying than that is what is in
the budgets that we have passed and
sent to the President. I use, as exam-
ple, No. 1, the most recent budget this
Senate has acted upon when, last Fri-
day, we passed the Transportation ap-
propriations conference committee re-
port.

First, the process. I was very inter-
ested in this bill, as will become appar-
ent as I move to point No. 2 of my re-
marks. Yet it was not available until
Friday morning, the same morning
that we were called to vote upon this
very complex bill which will allocate
some $58 billion of our National Treas-
ury. Even today, specific details are

yet to be discerned. So we are oper-
ating as alleged pilots of the national
fiscal trust through dark clouds and
fog and driving rain, unaware of where
we are or where we have gone.

I am also very concerned about the
specific numbers in this legislation. I
know this has been an issue of great
concern to our Presiding Officer, who
has, in his period in the Senate, distin-
guished himself as one who is very con-
cerned about our fiscal discipline.

For the fiscal year 2000, which ended
September 30, we had a Transportation
appropriations amount of $50.7 billion.
That is what we spent over the pre-
ceding 12 months. We have been oper-
ating under a budget resolution which,
because of its own complexities, is dif-
ficult to align precisely with one of the
specific appropriations bills, but we
have had a general philosophy that the
appropriations for fiscal year 2001
should not grow at a rate greater than
the rate of inflation. According to the
Consumer Price Index for the period
July 1999 to July 2000, the rate of infla-
tion for the United States was 3.5 per-
cent.

If you add 3.5 percent to last year’s
Transportation appropriations, you
would add, in rounded numbers, $1.775
billion for a total of $52.475 billion.
That would have been the goal, the des-
tination, the ceiling for spending under
this Transportation account using the
principle that the budget should be re-
strained to the rate of inflation.

The administration submitted a
budget for this account that was $54.6
billion. The Senate passed a Transpor-
tation bill which was $54.8 billion.

But when the bill came back from
the conference committee with the
House, the total amount of the bill
that we voted on favorably last Friday
was $58 billion, a 14-percent growth
over the expenditure on the same ac-
count for the previous fiscal year. That
is a staggering increase, and it is an in-
crease which puts at risk many of the
things upon which the political cam-
paigns of the fall of 2000 have focused
their attention: How are we going to
spend the non-Social Security surplus?
How will we utilize the $2.2 trillion
that is projected to come into the Na-
tional Treasury over the next 10 years?
I underscore that the $2.2 trillion is on
the assumption that we will hold
spending for this 10-year period to the
rate of inflation. That rate was 31⁄2 per-
cent. Yet in this one budget we have
spent 14 percent.

If this budget were to be the standard
by which we operated—this budget rep-
resents about 8 percent of the total dis-
cretionary spending of the United
States. If we exceed every budget by
the same amount that we have done
with this one budget of Transportation,
we will diminish that non-Social Secu-
rity surplus in the range of 35 to 40 per-
cent. This is serious business because
we are making representations to the
American people that we are going to
protect that surplus; that we are going
to use it either for targeted tax cuts, to
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use it to build up our Social Security
and Medicare program, and finance a
prescription drug benefit or for large-
scale tax cuts.

We are about to make all of those op-
tions unattainable if we do not exercise
a greater degree of discipline over our
spending this year and set the standard
for what the spending will be over the
next 9 years of this decade.

I first raise the alarm as to the proc-
ess and the consequences of the budg-
ets with which we are dealing as we
conclude this session of Congress and
lay out the fiscal plan for the Federal
Government for the year 2001.

The second reason for my being here
this afternoon is to bring to the atten-
tion of the Senate and the American
people what we have done to one of the
most innovative aspects of the Trans-
portation Equity Act for the 21st Cen-
tury, TEA–21.

In March of 1998, Congress over-
whelmingly approved this
groundbreaking transportation legisla-
tion to revamp the distribution of Fed-
eral highway funds. That legislation
established, among other things, the
intelligent transportation system, or
ITS program, which sets aside money
for research, development, and deploy-
ment of the components of an intel-
ligent transportation system. The goal:
to establish a sound policy for dealing
with traffic congestion in the new mil-
lennium. The ITS program will work to
solve congestion and safety, improve
operating efficiencies in transit and
commercial vehicles, and reduce the
environmental impact of the growing
travel demand.

The intelligent transportation sys-
tems use things such as modern com-
puters, management techniques, and
information technologies to improve
the flow of traffic. ITS applications
range from electronic highway signs
that direct drivers away from accidents
or other sources of congestion on the
highways, to advanced radio advisories,
to more efficient public transit.

Congress has sought to reward States
that develop an intelligent transpor-
tation system. Demand for roads is in-
creasing, particularly in the most pop-
ulous and fastest growing areas of our
country. Business commutes are get-
ting longer, leisure travel options are
becoming wider. States were encour-
aged to make use of advanced commu-
nications technology to ease gridlock.

This plan, developed by the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee,
where our Presiding Officer serves as
chair of the subcommittee that has re-
sponsibility for this very legislation,
was thoughtful and the plan had a spe-
cific purpose in mind: to foster the
growth of intelligent transportation
systems and, in a scientific manner, to
gather results from the new ITS pro-
grams so that we could make wise deci-
sions about the future direction of ITS
when the next transportation bill is au-
thorized in approximately 2003.

I am sad to report that this plan has
come undone through the appropria-

tions process. Allow me to explain how
this has happened.

The Texas Transportation Institute
at Texas A&M University, in conjunc-
tion with many State departments of
transportation, conducts a periodic
study of the traffic conditions in our
Nation. The latest annual mobility re-
port produced in 1999 ranked the 70
most congested urban areas, cities, and
small towns in America. It would seem
reasonable, it would make common
sense that those cities with the worst
traffic congestion would receive Fed-
eral funds to implement, improve, or
expand their intelligent transportation
system. Indeed, the creators of the in-
telligent transportation system pro-
gram in TEA–21 meant it to work that
way. The law says that ITS projects
must be selected through competitive
solicitation and meet certain detailed
criteria for program funding dollars.

I will read a few excerpts from that
law. The authors set out the gathering
of effective data as a goal in TEA–21:

To assure that Federal, State, and local
transportation officials have adequate
knowledge of intelligent transportation sys-
tems for full consideration in the transpor-
tation planning process.

To me, that means we need to be able
to offer to Federal, State, and local
transportation officials accurate and
scientific data on ITS. The authors of
the Transportation Equity Act for the
21st Century spelled it out more pre-
cisely when they said:

The Secretary shall select for funding
through competitive solicitations projects
that will serve as models to improve trans-
portation efficiency, promote safety. . . .

And for other reasons listed in the
statute.

Unfortunately, the intent of the leg-
islation has not followed. It was not
followed first in the fiscal year 2000. Of
the total $221 million made available in
the fiscal year 2000, the year that ended
September 30 of this year, all but about
10 percent of that $211 million was ear-
marked. For those who are not familiar
with the jargon of the Congress, ‘‘ear-
marked’’ means there was a total
amount of money available for a par-
ticular objective, in this case to fund
the intelligent transportation systems,
which, according to statute, was to be
allocated based on competition. Of that
$211 million, 90 percent of it had a spe-
cific designation to a particular State
or community within the United
States.

According to the Texas report, the 15
most congested cities in the United
States as of 1999 were: Los Angeles, Se-
attle, San Francisco, Washington, DC,
Chicago, Miami, Atlanta, Boston, De-
troit, San Diego, Houston, New York
City, Portland, and San Jose.

Mr. President, would you be sur-
prised, would you be stunned and ap-
palled, if I were to tell you that in the
fiscal year 2000, none of those 15 cities
received any of the intelligent trans-
portation system money? The 15 most
congested cities in America, according
to the national survey upon which we

rely, were allocated a penny for ITS
money.

Of the other most congested cities
highlighted in the Texas transpor-
tation study, only five received funds,
while a sixth city probably will receive
funds from an overall earmark to the
State in which it was located. Those
funds, for the five cities and the one
State, totaled only $7 million or 3 per-
cent of the total ITS appropriation of
$211 million.

We have 75 of the most congested cit-
ies in America, cities in urban areas
and smaller communities getting 3 per-
cent of the money to assist them,
through intelligent transportation sys-
tems technologies, in improving their
traffic congestion. I was so offended by
that that I, on September 15 of this
year, wrote a letter to the Transpor-
tation appropriations conferees urging
them, for the year 2001, which began
October 1 of this year, not to repeat
the mistake made in the previous year.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter be printed in the
RECORD immediately after my re-
marks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I quote

the concluding paragraph of the letter,
which states:

I encourage you to adhere to the design
created by TEA–21. The Congress has the op-
portunity, through ITS and other programs,
to strengthen our national transportation
infrastructure in a cost-effective, efficient
manner. We undermine those efforts if we
don’t follow the criteria established and
passed by Congress in TEA–21.

So in that context, it was with dis-
may that last Friday morning, when I
finally had an opportunity to look at
the Transportation conference report, I
realized that again we were commit-
ting the same mistake. For the second
year in a row, none of the top 15 traf-
fic-choked cities got funding for intel-
ligent transportation system tech-
nology to assist them in alleviating
their gridlock.

Taking the list even further, none of
the top 20 most congested cities re-
ceived intelligent transportation sys-
tem funding. Those additional five cit-
ies included Denver, Phoenix, San
Bernardino, Minneapolis-St. Paul, and
Tacoma, WA. Those five cities are
added to the 15 that I have previously
read in the category of cities that are
the most 20 congested cities in Amer-
ica, none of whom received any of the
intelligent transportation system
money. This suggests to me a total dis-
connect between the problem that led
to the creation of ITS in the first place
and the allocation of dollars by the ap-
propriators.

In addition to that fundamental dis-
connect, I am also concerned that the
amounts of money that have been ear-
marked appear to be nonscientific. If
you look at the conference report, you
will see round figures, such as $200,000,
$500,000, $1 million, $2 million, and so
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forth. Such figures are unlikely to be
to the real dollar amount needed to
fund well-designed, specific projects.

Investment in intelligent transpor-
tation technology pays huge dividends,
but it is expensive. As an example, on
February 17 of this year, I did one of
my monthly workdays with the evolv-
ing ITS technology in and around Or-
lando, FL. Orlando has the most ad-
vanced intelligent transportation sys-
tem program in my State. The first
phase of the Orlando system cost near-
ly $8 million. When complete, the Or-
lando ITS system will cost about $14
million. In these earmarks, I wonder
whether such small sums, such round
numbers, are actually calculated to
reach the critical mass needed to get a
project underway and completed.
Small sums, distributed widely across
the Nation, are not the most effective,
efficient way to use these precious dol-
lars to alleviate priority congestion
concerns.

Lastly and possibly most crucially,
we are missing a critical opportunity:
the opportunity to gather data in a sci-
entific, meaningful way about an
evolving technology, a technology
which has the potential to mitigate
traffic congestion and make our high-
ways safer.

Gathering this information is impor-
tant because TEA–21 was the first sur-
face transportation bill to focus to
such an extent on intelligent transpor-
tation systems. The authors of TEA–21
wanted to push the envelope and em-
phasize the use of technology as a
strategy to ease traffic gridlock.

In 2 or 3 years from now, when we are
reauthorizing the next surface trans-
portation bill, we will need to ask: Did
these ITS programs work? If so, what
are the key elements in their suc-
cesses? Should we expand ITS as a
strategy to reduce traffic congestion?
If we do not use the resources that we
have devoted to ITS in a prudent, ra-
tional, scientific way, will we have the
experience and information necessary
to answer those questions in an in-
formed way?

The short answer to that is, no.
The 2-year history of ITS causes con-

cern for other Senate action. We have
just finished debate on the Interior ap-
propriations bill, a thoughtful piece of
legislation. The Conservation and Re-
investment Act, CARA, was side-
tracked by that Interior appropriations
bill and replaced with language which
assures that the appropriators will con-
trol specific allocations. The CARA bill
had a vision, a vision to provide the
American people with a permanent,
dedicated source of funding to invest in
our children’s futures by preserving
and protecting our natural resources—
the very cause for which our departed
friend, Congressman BRUCE VENTO,
spent so much of his life and his con-
gressional career.

This bill would have bolstered the
Federal Government’s relationship
with our State governments by main-
taining the Federal side of a respectful

partnership, with the States to develop
and support natural treasures, from
urban parks and historic sites to the
preservation of our coastal resources.

But instead of this carefully con-
structed program, which enjoyed wide-
spread support, we were left with the
following by the appropriations con-
ference report. Quoting from that con-
ference report for the Department of
the Interior:

This program is not mandatory and does
not guarantee annual appropriations.

Continuing to quote:
The House and Senate Committees on Ap-

propriations have discretion in the amounts
to be appropriated each year, subject to cer-
tain maximum amounts as described herein.

With that language, we have declared
failure. We have failed to take advan-
tage of our opportunity to enact land-
mark conservation legislation. We
would be wildly optimistic to expect
that the goals of the CARA legislation
will be met.

With what we now see has happened
to ITS, to intelligent transportation
systems, what confidence can Ameri-
cans have that the goal of protecting
our natural resources will be met?
What reason do we have to expect a dif-
ferent outcome, with the dream of sus-
tained investment in protecting our
natural resources, than the shredded
results of reduced traffic congestion
through intelligent transportation sys-
tems? The short answer is, none.

Returning to the Transportation ap-
propriations bill, earmarks, in my
view, are more acceptable in mature
transportation programs than where
we are attempting to learn about new
technologies and policy approaches. We
can and should address the needs of
specific communities. ITS, however, is
an evolving resource in transportation,
and we should adhere to the intent of
the law in seeking a competitive, sci-
entific process to distribute these ITS
funds.

This appropriations process, with re-
spect to ITS, has foreclosed the valu-
able information which a rational dis-
tribution of funds would have given us.

In conclusion, I am concerned about
the broad path upon which we are trav-
eling as we conclude the consideration
of the appropriations bill for fiscal
year 2001. We are dramatically over-
spending the standard we set for our-
selves just a few months ago. By that
overspending, we are putting at risk
the opportunity to use a significant
Federal surplus for a variety of very
beneficial purposes which will aid our
people not only this year but for dec-
ades to come. And, within our appro-
priations, we are losing the oppor-
tunity to intelligently allocate funds
against the targeted goals, such as the
reduction of traffic congestion or the
protection of our natural resources.
Rather, we are succumbing to the
temptation to earmark, to specify,
based on considerations other than
what is in a rational, long-term plan of
prioritization of our Nation’s needs.

We have but a few days left in this
session, I hope. It would be my fondest

expectation—or at least my optimistic
dream—that we would use these few re-
maining days in a more constructive
manner than has been demonstrated in
the past few days, that we would use
these to exercise principles of fiscal
discipline and vision and the willing-
ness to put aside our personal and pa-
rochial interests for what is in the
broader national interest.

That is our challenge. That is what
the American people expect of their
elected representatives. It is a goal on
which we have faltered in recent days.
Let us use the remaining days to re-
gain our solid fiscal footing.

EXHIBIT 1

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, DC, September 15, 2000.

DEAR CONFEREE: I have been concerned
about the distribution of Intelligent Trans-
portation Systems (ITS) money in the Trans-
portation Appropriation process.

The Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee designed TEA–21 so that ITS projects
would be selected through competitive solic-
itation and meet certain detailed criteria.
There was an overall plan: a portion of the
money would specifically go to rural areas,
and no state could receive more than $35 mil-
lion per fiscal year. Other than that, the
competitive process would be used to ensure
the most efficient, effective use of the dol-
lars. Essentially, the ITS theory is to make
our highways, especially in high congestion
areas, as efficient as possible, recognizing
the tremendous costs of building additional
lanes or other high capacity improvements.
The intent is to make our existing highways
serve to maximum capacity.

There are two major concerns about the
current manner of distribution of ITS funds.
First, the current earmarks appear to be al-
located on a non-scientific, non-competitive
basis. The Texas Transportation Institute in
the Texas A&M University System is the or-
ganization that the U.S. Department of
Transportation and the Congress look to for
a professional assessment of highway conges-
tion in our nation. Comparing recent appro-
priations bills with the institute’s annual
traffic congestion study show how far apart
reality is from what is needed. For example,
the ten most congested cities in the United
States are: Los Angeles, Washington, DC,
Miami, Chicago, San Francisco, Seattle, De-
troit, Atlanta, San Diego and San
Bernardino. Looking at the ITS FY01 ear-
marks, none of these most congested cities
got funding for ITS technology to alleviate
gridlock. Of the other 60 most-congested-cit-
ies featured in the study, only 5 receive
funds, while a sixth city probably receives
funds from an overall state earmark. These
six funds total only $7,000,000 or 3% out of a
total ITS appropriation of $211,200,000.

Second, the amount of money that has
been earmarked appears to be non-scientific.
They are round figures of $200,000, $500,000,
$1,000,000, $2,000,000 and the like. Investment
in intelligent transportation technology
pays huge dividends, but it is expensive. We
wonder whether such small sums, while help-
ful, actually reach the critical mass needed
to get a project underway. Small sums, dis-
tributed widely across the nation, are not
the most effective, efficient way to use these
funds in alleviating priority congestion con-
cerns.

This is important because TEA–21 was the
first surface transportation bill to focus to
such an extent on ITS. We wanted to push
the envelope and emphasize the use of tech-
nology to ease traffic gridlock. In two to
three years from now when we reauthorize
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the next surface transportation bill, we will
need to ask: did these programs work? If we
do not use the resources that we have de-
voted to ITS in a prudent, rational, scientific
way, we will not have the experience and in-
formation necessary to answer that question
in an informed way. Earmarks, in my view,
are more acceptable in mature transpor-
tation programs. We can and should address
the needs of specific communities. ITS, how-
ever, is an evolving resource in transpor-
tation, and we should adhere to the intent of
the law in seeking a competitive, more sci-
entific process to distribute ITS funds.

I encourage you to adhere to the design
created by TEA–21. The Congress has the op-
portunity, through ITS and other programs,
to strengthen our national transportation
infrastructure in a cost-effective, efficient
manner. We undermine those efforts if we
don’t follow the criteria established and
passed by the Congress in TEA–21.

With kind regards,
Sincerely,

BOB GRAHAM,
U.S. Senator.

Mr. GRAHAM. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

f

UNFINISHED BUSINESS IN HEALTH
CARE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we are
nearing the end of the 106th Congress.
No one is quite sure where the finish
line is. My expectation is that within a
week or two this Congress will be his-
tory.

Many will ask what this Congress did
and what it did not do. There will be
some people who will be joyous about
its accomplishments and some who will
be sorely disappointed over its failures.
I think its accomplishments, however,
will be a rather short list, and the
areas where we could have and should
have done better will represent a very
long list. I rise to briefly discuss two of
those areas before we near the end of
the session.

I have spoken many times in the Sen-
ate about health care, and especially
the two issues this Congress has a re-
sponsibility to address. One issue is
providing a prescription drug benefit to
the Medicare program. We have talked
about providing a prescription drug
benefit to the Medicare program for
some long while. We are near the end of
this session, and it looks as though it
will not get done. Why? Because some
people don’t want to do it well. Every-
body here talks about wanting to do
this, but somehow they are not willing
to support a plan that really accom-
plishes it.

On the second issue, we are nearing
the end of the legislative session and
we are apparently not going to pass a
Patients’ Bill of Rights. The Patients’
Bill of Rights has been an issue over

which we have battled for 2 to 3 years,
and it has been a tough battle. I don’t
think there ought to be room left for
those who believe there is not a need
for a Patients’ Bill of Rights. All we
have to do is look at the evidence. The
evidence is overwhelming that we need
to pass a real Patients’ Bill of Rights.
The House did it; we have not. This
Senate has dug in its heels and has not
moved on either of these issues.

I will talk first about the issue of a
prescription drug benefit in the Medi-
care program. When the Medicare pro-
gram was developed, many of the mir-
acle drugs that now exist weren’t avail-
able. People got old. They did what
they were expected to when they got
old. They retired and led a more sed-
entary life. Then something might hap-
pen to them. They would be hospital-
ized. They would stay for long periods
in acute care beds in the hospital. It
was very expensive. The kinds of pre-
scription drugs that are available now
were not available then.

So when Medicare was created, a pre-
scription drug benefit was not made a
part of the Medicare program. When
Medicare was developed, that too was
fairly controversial. In the early 1960s,
a fair number of Members of this Sen-
ate said: No, we can’t do that. We can’t
provide health insurance for older
Americans. We oppose that. That is
some sort of encroachment of govern-
ment into our lives.

I wasn’t here at the time of that de-
bate. But when they had that debate,
fully one-half of all senior citizens in
this country had no health insurance
coverage at all. Why? Because it was
too expensive.

Insurance companies aren’t running
around this country trying to find old
people to sell health insurance to. That
is just a fact of life. They want to find
somebody who is 22 years old and
healthy as a horse and isn’t going to
need any health care treatment for a
long while. There are not people run-
ning around trying to figure out how
they can attract a 70-year-old or a 75-
year-old to buy their health insurance
policy. They are not doing that because
it is much more expensive to insure
people who are 70 and 80 years of age.
The result was, nearly 40 years ago half
of the senior citizens in this country
had no health insurance coverage at
all.

So this Congress had a big debate. As
is typical, those progressive voices who
said this is something we should do
were met by those voices of negativity
who oppose everything for the first
time. There are always people who just
dig in their heels at any suggestion and
say, no, this can’t be done; no, it won’t
work.

Well, enough votes prevailed in the
Congress over time that it passed a
Medicare proposal. Now 99 percent of
America’s senior citizens are covered
with health insurance under the Medi-
care program. What a remarkable suc-
cess. People are living longer, better,
healthier lives.

Now we know, however, that there is
a deficiency in the Medicare program.
The deficiency is that it does not cover
prescription drugs. Let us me read
some letters from North Dakotans. We
could name a different State, and we
would get exactly the same letters. My
colleague from Florida just spoke. His
constituents, I am sure, are writing ex-
actly the same letters.

This is from a woman who lives in
Bismarck, ND. She writes:

Dear Senator Dorgan: I am writing in re-
gard to the medication I take. I think some-
thing has to be done about the prices they
charge. I get $303 each month in Social Secu-
rity. I pay $400 a month for my medication.
I have had heart surgery and I have
osteoporosis and this medicine is very high-
priced. We are using our savings now and I
am 86 years old so I can’t work. Can you
help?

This is a letter from a fellow in
Rolla, ND. He writes:

Between me and my wife, we pay $350 to
$400 a month on prescription drugs. We re-
ceive less than $900 a month in combined So-
cial Security benefits. We have trouble pay-
ing for our prescription drugs.

A person from Rocklake, ND, writes:
One-fourth of my Social Security check

goes for my prescription drugs, so that
doesn’t leave a lot for household and per-
sonal expenses. It would sure help if Medi-
care covered these.

A man from Cavalier, ND, writes:
Our drugs for the two of us—he is referring

to his wife and himself—just about tripled
last year from the year before. The total for
last year was near $2300, and it only gets
worse. We need a little help.

A woman from Williston, ND, who ti-
tled her letter ‘‘Message In A Bottle,’’
writes:

I have asthma and my medications and in-
halers cost me over $100 each month, and my
health insurance does not cover prescrip-
tions. I am 84 years old, and it would be a
great help to me to get Medicare coverage on
my medications.

A woman from Bismarck, ND, writes:
Dear Senator Dorgan: Enclosed please find

my prescription bottles. I just had these
medicines filled today. I am having a hard
time financially with a Social Security
check of $400 a month. My medicines cost
$175 per month. That doesn’t leave much to
pay for food, rent, utilities and gas. Some-
thing has to be done with the high cost of
prescription medicines. I am thinking of
stopping some of my medicines. Please
help!!!

These letters could have come from
any State, from senior citizens every-
where struggling mightily to pay for
their prescription drugs. Senior citi-
zens make up 12 percent of America’s
population, but they consume one-
third of all the prescription drugs in
our country because they have reached
that age where they have various ail-
ments and problems and they need pre-
scription drugs.

We need to add a prescription drug
benefit to the Medicare Program. We
have been trying very hard to do that.
Some have said, well, let’s not put it in
the Medicare program, let’s pay the in-
surance industry so they will sell an
insurance policy providing for prescrip-
tion drug benefits. The problem with
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