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New York Times, but I congratulate
former Secretary Robert Reich for a
piece he wrote. I have only had it sum-
marized, but he raises questions about
this budget the President submitted.
Without having even read the piece, I
think I understand his framework.

I say to the administration and to
Democrats, I find a little unbelievable,
with the economy booming and such
flush economic times, when one actu-
ally looks ahead over the next decade,
the nonmilitary discretionary spending
and where we are going to be making
cuts. I hear the Democrats talking
about how we will reduce the debt, but
I hear precious little about the invest-
ment.

What I worry about is a disconnect
between the words we speak and the
budgets we present. The President said
he had a budget that was all about
making sure there would be health care
coverage for every citizen, that he had
a budget which would be about ending
child poverty in America, that he had a
budget which would be about making
sure every child would come to kinder-
garten ready and able to learn, that he
had a budget which would provide eco-
nomic security for senior citizens. But
looking at the investment in this budg-
et, it is not there. I worry about that.

I think one of the reasons people be-
come disillusioned is that they think
they will make a difference. I gave an
example today at our luncheon meet-
ing. My parents both had Parkinson’s
disease. We hear discussion that there
will be economic security for senior
citizens, there will be a commitment to
long-term care, and then we see a tax
credit that amounts to a particular
amount of money; maybe for an indi-
vidual family it would be $2,000 a year.
For a family faced with long-term care
needs, trying to figure out a way of
staying at home and to have people
help one stay at home, $2,000 a year is
not going to do it. It is not going to
even come close.

I am troubled sometimes to hear my
Senate colleagues, whom I love, taking
the position that discretionary spend-
ing is actually staying below the cost
of living. We are really keeping it
down. We are adding no new dollars.

But why is that good if, in the first
place, some of our spending—I will say
that, or investment—is inadequate? We
should be a major player in pre-K, pre-
kindergarten. That is where the Fed-
eral Government can make the biggest
difference, getting the money and the
resources down to the communities and
neighborhoods so we can make a com-
mitment to early childhood develop-
ment, so we can make sure the men
and women who want to work in this
field are professionals who get decent
salaries, rather than getting paid $7 an
hour with no health care benefits;
making sure families can afford this if
both parents work or a single parent
works; making sure this child care is
not custodial but it is developmental
and really helps children. We are going
to have to spend a lot of money. It can-
not be done on the cheap.

We are going to have to dig into our
pockets and make an investment. With
all due respect, I appreciate some
money for refundable child care tax
credits, but when I look at this overall
budget, the investment is not there. I
am glad we are putting more money
into Head Start, but we are not putting
in anywhere near enough money to
make sure every child who could ben-
efit from Head Start will be able to
benefit. We are certainly not putting
the investment into affordable child
care.

I would argue the most important na-
tional goal for our country would be to
make sure all children—no matter in-
come or color of skin or rural or urban
or boy or girl, by the time they go to
kindergarten, through a combination
of public sector investment, private
sector help, volunteers—have been read
to widely, all these children know the
alphabet and know colors and shapes
and sizes, and they know how to spell
their name and they have been chal-
lenged and there have been people to
nurture them and to support them.

We are not doing that. So I say to the
Chair—he is a Republican—I am actu-
ally being more critical of Democrats.
I am starting to think the policy de-
bate goes like this. Republicans say
when it comes to the most pressing
issues of working families’ lives, like
affordable child care, the President
says we want health care coverage for
citizens—but this budget does not pro-
vide that. It does not take us anywhere
near universal health care coverage. So
Republicans say universal health care
coverage, affordable child care, invest-
ment in children—listen, when it
comes to these issues, there is not that
much the Government can or should
do.

I understand that. That is a legiti-
mate ideology or point of view. Al-
though, frankly, I think it works best
for people who own their own large cor-
porations and are wealthy. I don’t
think it works for most of the people.

The President says: No, we care
about children. We are going to invest
in children. We are going to have uni-
versal health care coverage. We are
going to have economic security for
the elderly. We are going to make sure
no child is in poverty. But then what
we say is: But, politically, we cannot
make the investment because then it
will look as if we are spending too
much. In which case, frankly, the dif-
ferences between the two parties don’t
make a heck of a lot of difference to a
lot of our most vulnerable citizens.

So I wanted to come to the floor,
first of all, to congratulate former Sec-
retary Bob Reich for raising questions
about the priorities of the President’s
budget and all the money that is being
put into debt reduction. You can and
should put some money into debt re-
duction. But do you know what else? It
would seem to me we also want to
make sure we do well for children right
now. In the next century, we are going
to be asking them to carry an awful lot

on their shoulders. We know there are
a lot of children we are not doing very
well by. My question is, in the words of
Rabbi Hillel, his third century admoni-
tion: ‘‘If not now, when?’’

If we Democrats do not start speak-
ing up for children and talk about the
need to invest in children and to invest
in pre-K and get it right by way of de-
velopmental child care—which should
be huge, it should be all over the coun-
try and there should be resources—if
we do not speak up for children, Demo-
crats, and for investment in early
childhood education, then who will?

‘‘If not now, when?’’
I think I have run out of time. I yield

the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MUR-

KOWSKI). The Senator from Nevada.
f

CAPITOL HILL POLICE SECURITY
Mr. REID. Before the Senator from

Minnesota leaves the floor, I would
like to have a brief colloquy with the
Senator.

I say to my friend, I have watched
very closely your public statement re-
garding law enforcement on Capitol
Hill. I want to be as direct and forth-
right as I can be in underscoring the
work you have done. I think I am the
only U.S. Senator who has served as a
Capitol policeman. I worked, when I
went to law school, on the night shift
and went to law school in the daytime.
I think I have some familiarity with
what the Capitol Police go through.

I have to acknowledge and admit the
work they do today, compared to when
I was a Capitol policeman more than 30
years ago, is much more dangerous,
much more terrorist threatened. They
face many more dangers than I have. I
said on many occasions the most dan-
gerous assignment I had was directing
traffic. But the fact of the matter is, I
carried a gun and was responsible for
maintaining the safety and security of
the U.S. Capitol. I am very proud of
that. I still have my badge that I car-
ried. I still have that in my office in
the Hart Building.

The Senator from Minnesota has rec-
ognized that these men and women
work in harm’s way every day. What
the Senator from Minnesota has stated
is when we have these doors, and these
men and women are there alone, it is
dangerous. Two of our law enforcement
officers were killed as a result of a ter-
rorist act, the act of a madman. I think
the people who maintain the Capitol
Police should come to us. We are in an
appropriations cycle. If they need more
money, let them tell us they need more
money. We are in a period of time
where we need to get the real facts.

I say also to my friend from Min-
nesota, I am very concerned we have
waited all these many years and we
still do not have a visitors center.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Yes.
Mr. REID. We have taxpaying people

who come to the U.S. Capitol and spend
hours standing in the cold and the heat
waiting to get in, without the oppor-
tunity to use a bathroom. There are no
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parking facilities around here, so they
have all had to walk or take public
transportation for a long period of
time.

I think it is below the dignity of the
United States of America that people
wanting to visit this beautiful Capitol
do not have a place where they can
come and have a soft drink, a cup of
coffee, a doughnut, or go to the bath-
room. That is also a law enforcement
issue. One of the reasons these Capitol
policemen who protect us and the
American public are threatened every
day is because we don’t have a visitors
center where people can be screened,
away from these doors.

So I commend, I applaud the Senator
from Minnesota for standing up for the
American public and basically standing
up for these people who have no voice,
the Capitol Police who protect us.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if I
might respond to my colleague, I ap-
preciate his words. I think he is right.
Senator REID from Nevada is actually
the only Senator who actually served
on the Capitol Police.

I think on the question of appropria-
tions, you are right. This is timely. My
own view is the police have a union so
they do have a voice. This is, of course,
new. I think the union leadership is
very involved. I also say Sergeant at
Arms Zeiglar has been very good about
this and he thinks this is unacceptable
and has to change. I don’t think there
is any question, whether it is an appro-
priations matter or whether it is re-
programming and having enough over-
time pay so people can staff up that
way, I don’t know the answer. But I do
know this, I think my colleague would
agree, I don’t believe any Senator or
Representative can credibly say to the
Capitol Hill police, these law enforce-
ment officers: No, we can’t spend the
additional resources. It costs too much
to make sure there is the security for
them and the public. We cannot say
that.

My God, we have gone through a liv-
ing hell here. If you think of Officer
Chestnut and think of Agent Gibson
and think of their families, I think the
commitment we made to one another—
of course you could never come up with
a 100-percent certainty that you could
prevent this from happening again. But
we want to do everything we can.

I appreciate what the Senator from
Nevada said because it is true. When
you have these posts, especially when
there are lots of people coming in, you
cannot have one officer there. I appre-
ciate the Senator from Nevada speak-
ing out on this. The Capitol Police—I
did not expect it necessarily would be
this way, but everywhere I have gone
the last couple of days people have
come up and been very gracious and
said: Thank you very much for doing
it.

I think they feel in their hearts that
it is important to get the support. For
the Senator from Nevada to come out
here and speak makes a big difference.
I thank him.

Mr. REID. If I may also say to my
friend before he leaves the Chamber, I
hope it is more than just talk. I ac-
knowledge Mr. Ziglar is doing a won-
derful job, and I appreciate that. But I
want him to come forward with a pro-
gram to accomplish what we need ac-
complished. After the two officers were
murdered at a door coming into the
Capitol, protecting us, there was a hue
and cry that we had to start construc-
tion of a visitor’s center.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Yes.
Mr. REID. Isn’t it interesting, the

colder they get in their graves, the less
talk there is about trying to take care
of that problem. Had it been there,
their lives would not have been snuffed
out.

I am so appreciative of the Senator
speaking out for people who have no
voice.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, 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. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

NUCLEAR WASTE POLICY AMEND-
MENTS ACT OF 1999—Continued

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding the matter before the Sen-
ate today is the amendments to the
Nuclear Policy Act of 1999; is that the
matter we are on?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is correct.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, when I was
a young man, I used to box. I fought in
the ring. I can remember as a 20-year-
old, I thought I was in pretty good
shape. I weighed 160 pounds or there-
abouts. I had trained for a fight near
the place where they were building the
Glen Canyon Dam, which forms Lake
Powell. I was ready to go and had
trained for this fight. I arrived there
and was told the opponent was not
going to fight, so I would not be able to
fight that night. I was very dis-
appointed.

A manager came out and said: We
have somebody here who could fight
you, but he has no experience. I know
how badly you would like to fight, so if
you agree to kind of take it easy on
him, I will go ahead and let him fight.
He is a little bigger than you are, but
I am sure everything will be fine if you
take it easy on him.

Mr. President, he worked me over
really good. It was one of the worst
beatings I ever took. It was the first
time I had ever had broken ribs from a
fight.

The reason I mention this story is, I
have learned since then that if you are
going to have a fight, you have to
know the rules, you have to know

whom you are fighting. Ever since
then, I have never gotten into a fight
unless I pretty well understood who the
opponent was.

With the matter now before the Sen-
ate, I am having some difficulty find-
ing out who the opponent is. We had
been told there was going to be an
amendment last Friday. We got an
amendment last Friday, but it was not
the one we thought it was going to be.

I say to everyone within the sound of
my voice, whatever happens in the Sen-
ate these next few days on the matter
that is now before the Senate, S. 1287,
it is not the bill that directs nuclear
waste to go to the State of Nevada. If
nothing happens in this Chamber re-
garding S. 1287, as we speak, there is
characterization taking place at Yucca
Mountain to determine if, in fact,
Yucca Mountain is suitable for a nu-
clear repository. At a time subsequent,
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
will make a determination as to wheth-
er or not Yucca Mountain is suitable to
be licensed.

It does not matter what we do today,
tomorrow, the next day, or whenever
we finish S. 1287. Characterization is
still taking place; the decision on li-
censing the site is up to the NRC.

What is happening in S. 1287 is the
same thing that has happened in the
last 4 or 5 years with interim storage.
The very powerful nuclear industry
wants to short-circuit the system,
wants to do an end run around the sys-
tem, wants to speed up the disposal of
nuclear waste. Good sense dictated,
and the President of the United States
said he would veto the interim storage
bill.

As a result, interim storage is no
longer an issue we are debating, for
that I am very grateful. I appreciate
the chairman of the full committee
taking another approach. That ap-
proach is S. 1287. I say to everyone in
the Senate and others within the sound
of my voice that S. 1287, unfortunately,
is still an attempt to short-circuit the
system. It is not the mass outage that
interim storage would have caused, but
it is still a short-circuit.

What does this bill do? Originally,
the main purpose was to take the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency out of
the business of setting standards for
radiation at Yucca Mountain. Again,
the President issued a veto statement
and said: If that is in there, I am going
to veto this bill.

There have been conversations be-
tween the chairman and the ranking
member that that is going to be taken
out of the legislation and EPA will still
be in the driver’s seat. We were told
just the other day one of the standards
in it was, you could not take nuclear
waste through Colorado. We under-
stand that may be taken out of the
bill.

The point I am making is this, we do
not yet know what the vehicle is. We
do not yet know whom we are going to
be fighting. By the way, the man I
fought in Kanab, Utah was named
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