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MARRIAGE PENALTY RELIEF 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, in all 
likelihood tomorrow we will be sending 
the President a bill to eliminate the 
marriage penalty for most Americans. 
I urge the President to sign this bill. 

This bill will provide tax relief for 
millions of married couples. For indi-
viduals or for couples who have in-
comes of $52,000, they will see their 
take-home pay increase by a total of 
about $1,400. Some of my colleagues on 
the Democratic side have said that is a 
tax cut for the wealthy. It is not. I 
don’t consider a married couple who 
have an income of $52,000 particularly 
wealthy. We want to eliminate the 
marriage penalty and allow them to 
keep more of their own money. They 
should not be taxed at a 28-percent 
rate. 

That is what our bill does. Our bill 
says we should double the 15-percent 
rate on individuals for couples. Right 
now, people who have taxable incomes 
of $26,000 as individuals pay taxes at 15 
percent. We are saying married couples 
should pay taxes at 15 percent at twice 
that amount, up to $52,000. That only 
makes sense. If you tax individuals at 
15 percent up to $26,000, for couples it 
should be double that amount, $52,000, 
except that present law taxes couples 
at 28 percent beginning at $43,000. 

So if couples have taxable income 
above $43,000, they start paying 28-per-
cent income tax. If they happen to be 
self-employed on top of that, it is 28 
percent plus 15.3 percent Social Secu-
rity and Medicare tax. That is 43.3 per-
cent. In most States, they have income 
tax rates of another 6 or 7 percent, 
State income tax. That is over 50 per-
cent for a couple with taxable income 
of $44-$45-$50,000. That is too high. 

Congress has passed a bill—both the 
House and the Senate, identical bills— 
that says let’s double that 15-percent 
rate for couples, the individual rate for 
couples, so the taxable income will be 
15 percent up to $52,000, 28 percent 
above that. 

Again, I urge the President to sign it. 
It is not tax cuts for the wealthy; it is 
tax cuts for all married couples who 
have incomes of $43,000, $52,000, or 
$60,000. The amount of benefit, max-
imum benefit, is about $1,400. 

I urge the President to sign that bill. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent the Senate pro-
ceed to a period of morning business 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each. 

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the 
Senator restate the unanimous consent 
request? 

Mr. NICKLES. I asked unanimous 
consent that the Senate now proceed to 
a period of morning business with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes each. 

Mr. REID. No objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF SENATOR 
JIM BUNNING’S 100TH PRESIDING 
HOUR 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today, I 
have the pleasure to announce that an-
other freshman has achieved the 100 
hour mark as presiding officer. Senator 
JIM BUNNING is the latest recipient of 
the Senate’s coveted Golden Gavel 
Award. 

Since the 1960’s, the Senate has rec-
ognized those dedicated members who 
preside over the Senate for 100 hours 
with the Golden Gavel. This award con-
tinues to represent our appreciation for 
the time these dedicated senators con-
tribute to presiding over the U.S. Sen-
ate—a privileged and important duty. 

On behalf of the Senate, I extend our 
sincere appreciation to Senator BUN-
NING and his diligent staff for their ef-
forts and commitment to presiding du-
ties during the 106th Congress. 

f 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF SENATOR 
GORDON SMITH’S 100TH PRE-
SIDING HOUR 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today, I 
have the pleasure to announce that 
Senator GORDON SMITH is the latest re-
cipient of the Senate’s Golden Gavel 
Award, marking his 100th hour of pre-
siding over the U.S. Senate. 

The Golden Gavel Award has long- 
served as a symbol of appreciation for 
the time that Senators contribute to 
presiding over the U.S. Senate—a privi-
leged and important duty. Since the 
1960’s, senators who preside for 100 
hours have been recognized with this 
coveted award. 

On behalf of the Senate, I extend our 
sincere appreciation to Senator SMITH 
for presiding during the 106th Congress. 

f 

REMEMBERING SENATOR PAUL 
COVERDELL 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to add my condolences to that of 
my colleagues on the passing of our 
friend and colleague, Senator Paul 
Coverdell of Georgia. 

Senator Coverdell was a model of 
proper conduct and decorum becoming 
of a Senator. He conducted himself in 
the quiet, deliberative manner that re-
flected his commitment to a thorough 
performance of his duties. He was a 
true leader, willing to do his best for 
all Americans. 

Most recently, he and I worked to-
gether to keep our nation’s promise to 
provide health care coverage to mili-
tary retirees, when we introduced leg-
islation together earlier this year. As 
my colleagues know, Senator Coverdell 
had extreme pride in this country. It 
was an honor to work with him on 
making good to those people who have 
served their nation and are now in the 

years of declining health. It was also 
an honor to work with Senator Cover-
dell every day, for he was truly inter-
ested in ensuring our democracy re-
mained strong and pushed forward con-
fidently into the Twenty-first Century. 

Mr. President, I wish to extend my 
condolences to the Coverdell family, 
including his many friends and his 
staff. The entire Senate family has lost 
a friend and the nation has lost a lead-
er. However, we are all enriched by 
having known such an honorable man. 
His service and commitment will have 
a definite and lasting legacy. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 
APPROPRIATIONS 

INDIAN TRIBAL SELF-GOVERNANCE REGULATIONS 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to 

engage several of my colleagues in a 
colloquy about some regulations which 
the Department of the Interior is pre-
paring to issue in final form. These reg-
ulations would govern the federal and 
tribal administration of the Tribal 
Self-Governance program. I understand 
there is strong opposition from Amer-
ican Indian and Alaska Native groups 
to a handful of the proposed provisions. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Arizona is correct. The 
Committee on Indian Affairs has re-
ceived a series of communications from 
Native American tribes and tribal or-
ganizations indicating their opposition 
to eight of the hundreds of proposed 
provisions. These eight ‘‘impasse’’ 
issues appear to involve particularly 
sensitive matters which the Indian 
tribes believe would seriously set back 
the advances these tribes have made in 
the field of tribal self-governance dur-
ing the past decade. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I share the concerns 
raised by the Indian tribes, and would 
note that in 1994 when we enacted the 
Tribal Self-Governance Act, the Con-
gress expressly authorized the tribal 
self-governance effort to go forward 
without regulations. At the same time, 
we required the Department to engage 
in a negotiated rulemaking with tribal 
government representatives to develop 
mutually acceptable rules. Now it ap-
pears that this effort has been largely 
successful. There are hundreds of provi-
sions that have been developed and mu-
tually accepted by the tribal and fed-
eral representatives. These should be 
permitted to go forward. But as to the 
eight or so provisions upon which there 
is a negotiation impasse, I believe it 
would be contrary to the intent of the 
1994 Act and to the negotiated rule-
making process to impose objection-
able provisions upon the Indian tribes. 

Mr. INOUYE. I concur in the views of 
my colleagues, and add that the 1994 
Act has been implemented without the 
benefit of any regulations for the past 
six years. Accordingly, I can imagine 
no undue hardship would come to the 
Department if the final regulations are 
silent as to eight of the hundreds of 
issues addressed in the draft regula-
tions. As to these eight so-called ‘‘im-
passe’’ issues, I would encourage the 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:33 Dec 04, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2000SENATE\S25JY0.REC S25JY0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7537 July 25, 2000 
Department to simply not issue any 
regulatory provisions that touch upon 
these objectionable issues. As I under-
stand it, the ninety-five percent of the 
remaining regulations that deal with 
other issues are acceptable to the In-
dian tribes. The Department should 
publish those as final and withhold 
from publication of the eight provi-
sions that are objectionable. I would 
inquire of the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs as to the na-
ture of the eight objectionable provi-
sions. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. The tribal rep-
resentatives have provided the Com-
mittee with a list of eight issues. They 
have asked the Department to agree to 
not publish any regulatory provision 
which: limits the reallocation author-
ity of a Self-Governance Tribe/consor-
tium by requiring that reallocation of 
funds may only be between programs in 
annual funding agreements; limits the 
local decision-making of a Self-Govern-
ance Tribe/consortium by requiring 
that funds in an annual funding agree-
ment shall only be spent on specific 
programs listed in such funding agree-
ment; prohibits Tribal Base funding 
from including other recurring funding 
within Tribal Priority Allocations; re-
quires renegotiation or rejection of a 
previously executed Self-Governance 
Compact or Funding Agreement or a 
provision therein; prohibits a Self-Gov-
ernance Tribe/consortium from invest-
ing funds received under Self-Govern-
ance Compacts in a manner consistent 
with the ‘‘prudent investor’’ standard; 
requires any Self-Governance Tribe/ 
consortium to adopt ‘‘conflict of inter-
est’’ standards which differ from those 
previously adopted by its governing 
body; applies project-specific construc-
tion requirements to a tribal assump-
tion of project design and other con-
struction management services or of 
road construction activities involving 
more than one project; or fails to pro-
vide that ‘‘Inherent Federal functions’’ 
for purposes of the published regula-
tions shall mean those Federal func-
tions that cannot be legally transferred 
to a Self-Governance Tribe/consortium. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I want to inquire of the 
chairman on one of these eight impasse 
issues. Is it your understanding that 
the Department would have the regu-
latory authority, in one of the objec-
tionable regulatory provisions, to de-
lete unilaterally certain provisions in 
the various Compacts of Self-Govern-
ance that the Department has signed 
with various tribal governments and 
that have existed as long as nine years? 
I thought we expressly indicated in 1994 
when we gave permanent authority to 
the Tribal Self-Governance Demonstra-
tion program that these Compacts and 
Annual Funding Agreements are to be 
bilateral agreements reached on a gov-
ernment-to-government basis that can-
not be unilaterally amended by the De-
partment? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. The Senator is cor-
rect. In 1994, the Congress received a 
series of complaints from Indian tribes 
that the Department was attempting 
to unilaterally amend agreements it 

had previously reached with Indian 
tribes who were assuming functions 
previously carried out by Federal offi-
cials. The Congress had to remind the 
Department in 1994 that it must treat 
the agreements it reached with Indian 
tribes as bilateral accords that cannot 
be amended except by mutual consent. 
Now, the Department is insisting on a 
regulation that would permit it to uni-
laterally revise agreements it had pre-
viously reached on a bilateral basis 
with individual Indian tribes. The 
American Indian and Alaska Native or-
ganizations find these and the remain-
ing seven regulatory provisions objec-
tionable, and I agree with them. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I hope the Department 
will withdraw its proposals to regulate 
in each of these eight areas. The nego-
tiated rulemaking process works best 
when it is based upon consensus, and in 
these eight instances the Department 
has failed to make its case for regula-
tions. 

Mr. INOUYE. I thank my colleagues. 
I share their concerns. I am hopeful 
that in bringing affected parties to-
gether we can resolve these differences. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I thank the Senator 
and will work with him on this issue in 
the days and weeks ahead. 

f 

FLEXIBLE TRADE POLICY TOWARD 
CUBA 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise to 
discuss American relations with Cuba. 
Recently, I had the opportunity to 
travel to Havana with Senators BAUCUS 
and ROBERTS. We spent ten hours with 
Fidel Castro, in what has been charac-
terized by the press as a marathon 
meeting. But more importantly, we 
had meetings with dissidents and 
Catholic Church representatives. 

It was my first time in Cuba, and I 
went there with no pre-conceived no-
tions although I did have the oppor-
tunity to be thoroughly briefed prior to 
our departure. 

I returned from Cuba convinced that 
lifting the trade embargo and restric-
tions on travel, especially for edu-
cational exchanges, are extremely im-
portant steps in an effort to foster eco-
nomic and political liberalization in 
Cuba. They are important steps but not 
for the reasons which are generally as-
sumed. 

As one Cuban told us, ending the 
American economic embargo on Cuba 
will not produce economic change. The 
Castro government has no interest in 
economic reform—even along the lines 
of that now seen in China or Vietnam. 
As the Minister of Economics and 
Planning explained, there is no pro-
gram for privatization in the economy, 
insisting that capitalism does not work 
but ‘‘pure socialism’’ does. The govern-
ment allows some private investments, 
mainly in farming, but the intent of 
the State is still to control the econ-
omy. Indeed, President Castro told us 
that he believed Cuba could not survive 
if it was a member of the International 
Monetary Fund and called the IMF the 
‘‘world’s most subversive organiza-
tion.’’ 

While this was denied by the Foreign 
Minister, I came away convinced that 
the government does not want the 
American embargo on Cuba lifted be-
cause the lack of economic ties allows 
the government to blame the United 
States for its own economic failures. If 
the embargo was lifted, Cuba’s leaders 
might find another excuse for their 
failed policies but it might make it 
harder for them to find widely accept-
able excuses. 

The Cuban people have voted already 
for change. Many have fled to the 
United States. One Cuban told us that 
social and economic differences are in-
creasing. The population has declined 
over the last decade in part because 
people sadly see no future for their 
children. The average Cuban salary is 
said to be $11 per month. The Castro re-
gime was described to us by those we 
spoke to in Havana as a dying dictator-
ship: aging, inefficient and corrupt. 

In this environment we should not 
exaggerate America’s influence. Castro 
will do everything to limit it. But we 
can start to build a basis for a future 
relationship with the Cuban people 
after Castro. The Congress can dem-
onstrate our good will by a partial lift-
ing of the trade embargo. We can dem-
onstrate our good faith by allowing 
freer movement of Americans to Cuba 
and to do what we can to encourage 
Cubans, especially school children, to 
visit the United States on exchanges. 
The Congress should promote cultural 
ties and try to direct assistance to the 
Cuban people. 

None of this will be easy. Nothing 
Castro said indicated to me that he was 
willing to permit, for example, Cuban 
school children to attend American el-
ementary and secondary schools or col-
leges in significant numbers. Nothing 
Castro said indicated to me that he was 
willing to allow American aid, includ-
ing medical supplies, to be given di-
rectly to the Cuban people. 

But even if the hand of friendship is 
rejected, I believe we should still offer 
it. The future of Cuba is not Castro. 
President Castro said one clear truth: 
Cuba still suffers from an inherited his-
tory of four centuries of colonialism. 
Unfortunately, he does not understand 
that his form of paternal dictatorship 
perpetuates the same horrors he claims 
to abhor. 

f 

VICTIMS OF GUN VIOLENCE 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, it has 
been more than a year since the Col-
umbine tragedy, but still this Repub-
lican Congress refuses to act on sen-
sible gun legislation. 

Since Columbine, thousands of Amer-
icans have been killed by gunfire. Until 
we act, Democrats in the Senate will 
read some of the names of those who 
lost their lives to gun violence in the 
past year, and we will continue to do so 
every day that the Senate is in session. 

In the name of those who died, we 
will continue this fight. Following are 
the names of some of the people who 
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