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proceed to S. 2045, a bill to amend the
Immigration and Nationality Act with
respect to H-1B Non-Immigrant Aliens,
shall be brought to a close.

The yeas and nays are required under
the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA) and the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. LIEBER-
MAN) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. L.
CHAFEE). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 97,
nays 1, as follows:—

[Rollcall Vote No. 252 Leg.]

YEAS—97

Abraham Feinstein McConnell
Allard Fitzgerald Mikulski
Ashcroft Frist Miller
Baucus Gorton Moynihan
Bayh Graham Murkowski
Bennett Gramm Murray
Biden Grams Nickles
Bingaman Grassley
Bond Gregg ngg
Boxer Hagel Robb
Breaux Harkin
Brownback Hatch Roberts
Bryan Helms Rockefeller
Bunning Hutchinson Roth
Burns Hutchison Santorum
Byrd Inhofe Sarbanes
Campbell Inouye Schumer
Chafee, L. Jeffords Sessions
Cleland Johnson Shelby
Cochran Kennedy Smith (NH)
Collins Kerrey Smith (OR)
Conrad Kerry Snowe
Craig Kohl Specter
Crapo Kyl Stevens
Daschle Landrieu Thomas
DeWine Lautenberg
Dodd Leahy %Omsog
Domenici Levin ur'mon'

X Torricelli
Dorgan Lincoln Voinovich
Durbin Lott
Edwards Lugar Warner
Enzi Mack Wellstone
Feingold McCain Wyden

NAYS—1
Hollings
NOT VOTING—2

Akaka Lieberman

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 97, the nays are 1.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

———
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001—CON-

FERENCE REPORT

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the bill (H.R. 4516), and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be stated.

The legislative clerk reads as follows:

The committee on conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill H.R.
4516 making appropriations for the Legisla-
tive Branch for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes, hav-
ing met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses this report, signed by
a majority of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to
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the consideration of the conference re-
port.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
July 27, 2000.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: What is the floor
situation right now? Is the floor open?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is considering the conference report
on H.R. 4516 under a time agreement.

Mr. HARKIN. Further parliamentary
inquiry: What is the time? I am sorry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa does not have time
under the agreement.

Mr. HARKIN. How much time is
there?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

managers have 2 hours equally divided.
Senator MCCAIN has 1 hour; Senator
THOMAS has 1 hour; Senator KENNEDY
has 30 minutes; Senator WELLSTONE
has 30 minutes; Senator DORGAN has 30
minutes; and Senator CAMPBELL has 30
minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, again, I
still want to understand the parliamen-
tary situation confronting the Senate
right now. We are on the conference re-
port on Treasury-Postal appropriations
and legislative branch appropriations;
is that not correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. HARKIN. There has been a unan-
imous consent entered into that set a
time limit on this bill and the number
of speakers, and their time is also set.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a second? If
the Senator needs time, I will give
some of my time to the Senator.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAPO). The Senator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Thank you, Mr.
President.

Again, to clarify the situation, I un-
derstand that we are now engaged in 6
hours that will lead ultimately to a
vote on the conference report on the
legislative branch appropriations bill;
is that correct?

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

Mr. BENNETT. I understand that I
have 1 hour under my control.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. BENNETT. I hope that hour will
not be necessary. I am prepared to deal
with it. I am prepared to stay on the
floor during the hours that are allo-
cated to other Members of this body.
But I hope we can move this more rap-
idly than the 6 hours.

This is my fourth year as chairman
of the Legislative Branch Sub-
committee and the second year that I
have had the privilege of serving with
Senator FEINSTEIN as the ranking
member.
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I want to begin this report by thank-
ing Senator FEINSTEIN for her assist-
ance in working on the conference re-
port in the House. She, as you know,
Mr. President, is a former mayor. That
experience gives her a unique insight
into some of the issues that we face in
this subcommittee. So I pay tribute to
her and to her staff and to the profes-
sional way in which she has handled
her responsibilities.

In our final session of the conference,
the question was raised by Mr. OBEY in
the other body as to whether or not
there would be additional legislation
added to the conference report. I told
him at the time that I knew of no such
plan or program. I spoke accurately at
the time. However, as things often hap-
pen around here, changes did occur
under the sponsorship of the leadership
of both Houses. As a consequence, the
conference report is somewhat ex-
panded from that which was nego-
tiated.

Division A of H.R. 4516 contains the
conference agreement for the legisla-
tive branch appropriations for fiscal
year 2001, and additional funding for
the credit subsidy which supports the
FHA multi-family housing insurance
programs. Provision B contains the
conference agreement for the Treas-
ury-general government appropriations
and repeal of the excise tax on tele-
phones.

This bill has attracted attention, and
the allocation of time that has been set
up around this bill is demonstrated by
the time under the control of Senators
who have nothing to do with the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Legisla-
tive Branch and who presumably will
talk about other issues than those that
are directly connected with the legisla-
tive branch appropriations.

I will limit my comments to the con-
ference agreement on the legislative
branch and defer to the other sub-
committee chairmen and other Sen-
ators who will address the funding that
is contained in this bill under their ju-
risdiction.

This conference agreement appro-
priates $2.53 billion for fiscal year 2001,
which is approximately a 1.6-percent
increase over the funding for the fiscal
year 2000 level, including the supple-
mental funding.

Both Senator FEINSTEIN and I are
proud of the fact that we have kept the
increase at such a low level, as we have
tried to be as responsible as possible in
allocating funds for the legislative
branch.

We spent a great deal of time going
over the accounts and the increases
that agencies have had over the last 4
years to find where we could best and
most fairly cut or hold down expendi-
tures without impacting employees.

Our goal was to ensure that funding
would be provided for all current legis-
lative branch employees. We have met
that goal. No RIFs, or reductions in
force, will be required under this agree-
ment.

Another priority was to make sure
that adequate funding is provided for
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maintenance projects, particularly the
projects that involve health and safety
issues. I have long since learned in my
business career that one of the
quickest ways to temporarily show an
increase on the bottom line is to cut
back on maintenance. One of the surest
ways to guarantee that you will get
into trouble long term is to cut back
on maintenance. We have tried to
make sure that we didn’t make that
mistake here in our desire to hold
down the total amount that was being
spent.

We have also spent a great deal of
time talking about security. We made
sure that the resources were made
available to the men and women who
protect the Capitol, its visitors, and
Members and staff.

I think we have accomplished all of
our goals within the current funding
restraints. The conference agreement
on the legislative branch is a good
agreement. I urge my colleagues to
support it.

Before I yield so that Senator FEIN-
STEIN can make her comments, I would
like to thank the staff for their hard
work: Christine Ciccone, who acts as
the majority clerk; Chip Yost, my leg-
islative director; Jim English, who rep-
resents the Democratic staff director;
Edie Stanley with the Appropriations
Committee; and Chris Kerig from Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN’s office, all of whom
have performed yeomen service, stay-
ing up late nights and coming in the
early morning to make sure those who
get the spotlight on the television look
better than perhaps we really are. I pay
them that tribute and extend to them
my personal thanks for all the work
they have done.

I reserve the remainder of my time,
and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
acknowledge the comments made by
the chairman of the Appropriations
Subcommittee on Legislative Branch
and indicate my agreement with them.
I also thank the staff people he has
duly mentioned, and I want to speak
particularly to the funding of the legis-
lative branch.

It is my understanding on our side of
the aisle that there is deep concern
about the addition of the Treasury-
Postal bill on this bill, largely because
it contains a measure which would use
256 percent of the non-Social Security
surplus. I will leave that to others to
discuss.

Senator BENNETT and I worked in a
bipartisan way on the fiscal year 2001
legislative branch appropriations bill. I
believe it is a very good bill. It address-
es the critical areas of concern for the
legislative branch and is in the best in-
terests of those whom we serve. We
worked very hard to ensure that each
agency within our legislative branch
was treated fairly, and even though we
were not able to fully fund every agen-
cy’s request, we made every effort to
distribute the scarce resources as fairly
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as possible. In some cases, we were able
to make modest increases above last
year’s level.

I particularly note that the $97.1 mil-
lion which we are providing for the
Capitol Police will fund 1,481 full-time
equivalents, a level which conferees be-
lieve will enable the appropriate staff-
ing at building entrances to ensure the
security of our Capitol campus.

Additionally, in order to address
some very critical needs, the con-
ference agreement provides to the Cap-
itol Police $2.1 million in fiscal year
2000 emergency supplemental funds for
security enhancements, and provides
the Architect of the Capitol $9 million
in fiscal year 2000 emergency supple-
mental funds to move forward with a
number of urgent building repairs.

This is my second year as ranking
member of the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Legislative Branch,
working alongside our dedicated and
distinguished subcommittee chairman,
Senator BENNETT. Senator BENNETT is
always very open and willing to discuss
the various issues that arise in relation
to this bill. He has been very accommo-
dating to my concerns as well as to the
concerns of other Members of the Sen-
ate. I know that firsthand. In fact, he
never ceases to amaze me with his ex-
tensive knowledge of the various de-
partments and agencies under the leg-
islative branch—not only their basic
structure and the function of those
agencies but their legislative histories
as well. It has been a great pleasure for
me to work with Senator BENNETT on
this bill.

I urge the adoption of the conference
agreement.

I yield some time, with the approval
of Senator BENNETT, to Senator HAR-
KIN.

Mr.
yield?

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I yield.

Mr. BENNETT. With Senator HARKIN
not currently on the floor, Senator
BOND desires a few moments. Could we
ask unanimous consent that Senator
BoOND be allowed to proceed with Sen-
ator HARKIN to follow?

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I agree.

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to Senator
BOND.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Could I ask my
colleague whether, in the proper order,
I could then follow Senator HARKIN, or
after you two are done?

Mr. BENNETT. If you have the time,
fine

Mr. WELLSTONE. I have my own
time.

Mr. BENNETT. That is correct, the
Senator from Minnesota has his own
time. We have no objection to his using
the time in that sequence.

With that, I yield to Senator BOND
such time as he may require.

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

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I extend
my deepest thanks and appreciation to
the floor managers of the bill, the
chairman and the ranking member.

BENNETT. Will the Senator
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I take the floor today because there
is an issue that has been in and out of
this body and is currently in con-
ference negotiations. It is also going to
be the highlight of the news probably
tomorrow. I understand the Vice Presi-
dent is scheduled to talk about the
HUB Zone Program. This is a program
that I authored in the Committee on
Small Business and this body unani-
mously accepted 3 years ago. I am con-
cerned about it because HUB zones are
another example of this administra-
tion’s record of squandered opportuni-
ties.

To begin at the beginning, in 1997,
the Committee on Small Business re-
ported out legislation to create the
HUB Zone Program—historically Un-
derutilized Business Zones. This pro-
gram seeks to use Federal contracting,
Federal purchasing, to generate busi-
ness opportunities and jobs in the areas
of high poverty and high unemploy-
ment across the Nation.

We created incentives to get small
businesses to locate and bring jobs to
the distressed areas, areas that usually
would not be considered good places to
locate in general business judgment.
These distressed areas lacked estab-
lished customer bases, trained
workforces. They have been out of the
economic mainstream. But the HUB
Zone Program was designed to bring
small businesses into the area.

I came up with this idea after talking
with a friend who headed up the JOBS
Program in Kansas City. I asked him
about bringing more job training pro-
grams to the inner city. He said: Stop
sending us job training programs; we
have trained people and retrained and
retrained. He said: Send us some jobs. I
thought: there’s a good idea.

So we set up a program that was de-
signed to reward small businesses lo-
cated in areas of high unemployment.
Unfortunately, when we proposed that
idea, immediately the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration declared its opposition. I
have a letter from the Administrator of
the SBA, enclosing a statement of ad-
ministrative policy:

. . . the administration remains concerned
and opposed to ... provisions relating to
HUB Zones.

The administration raised a red her-
ring that has dogged the program ever
since. The alleged concern was that
HUB Zones would somehow harm the
8(a) Minority Business Development
Program.

I ask unanimous consent the state-
ment of administration policy be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, DC, November 6, 1997.
Hon. JOHN J. LAFALCE,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN LAFALCE: The Admin-
istration supports reauthorization of the
programs of the Small Business Administra-
tion and supports House passage of S. 1139.
The bill reauthorizes small business loans
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which assist tens of thousands of small busi-
nesses each year and contributes to the vi-
tality of our economy. This bill recognizes
the importance of women and service dis-
abled veteran entrepreneurs and makes per-
manent SBA’s microloan program which
helps those entrepreneurs who need small
amounts of credit. While we are not in total
agreement on all its provisions, we need this
legislation to ensure that we can continue to
properly serve our small business customers.

The Administration appreciates the im-
provement made in the version of the bill re-
cently passed by the Senate which maintains
the current preference for businesses partici-
pating in the 8(a) Business Development Pro-
gram.

For the reasons stated in the attached
Statements of Administration Policy, the
Administration remains concerned about and
opposed to S. 1139’s provisions relating to
HUB Zones, contract bundling, and the ex-
tension of the Small Business Competitive-
ness Demonstration Program. The Adminis-
tration notes that the contract bundling pro-
vision is less burdensome than previous
versions. Should this legislation be enacted,
we will continue to work with the Congress
to modify these provisions.

The Administration appreciates the oppor-
tunity to comment on the bill, and thanks
the House and Senate Small Business Com-
mittees and their staff for working with us
on this important legislation.

Sincerely,
AIDA ALVAREZ,
Administrator.

Enclosure.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET,

Washington, DC, September 8, 1997.

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

The Administration strongly supports re-
authorization of the programs of the Small
Business Administration and supports Sen-
ate passage of S. 1139, with the changes de-
scribed below. The bill reauthorizes small
business loan programs which assist tens of
thousands of small businesses each year and
contribute to the overall vitality of our
economy. The Administration also supports
the increase in the government-wide small
business participation goal in federal con-
tracting from 20 to 23 percent, following a
phase-in period and in conjunction with the
elimination of the Small Business Competi-
tiveness Demonstration Program.

However, the Administration strongly op-
poses the bill’s changes to current law on
‘“‘contract bundling,” as well as extension of
the Small Business Competitiveness Dem-
onstration Program and creation of the
“HUD Zone” program. The Administration
will seek amendments to address these and
other concerns as addressed below.

Contract Bundling. The Administration is
committed to maintaining a strong role for
small businesses in Federal contracting, but
is concerned that the proposed changes to
the current law contract bundling provisions
could deny taxpayers the cost savings and
improved quality achievable by appropriate
consolidation of Federal contract require-
ments. Therefore, the Administration urges
the Senate to maintain current law, which
provides sufficient authority and flexibility
for the Administration to protect the impor-
tant interests of small businesses.

Small business Competitiveness Dem-
onstration Program. The Administration
strongly opposes any extension of the Small
Business Competitiveness Demonstration
Program. Small businesses will substantially
benefit from discontinuing this program and
lifting the unnecessary paperwork and re-
porting burdens it imposes. Moreover, the
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Administration believes that if this dem-
onstration program is not allowed to termi-
nate the scheduled, S. 1139’s small business
participation goal will be extremely difficult
to achieve.

HUB Zones. The Administration strongly
supports new efforts to promote economic
development in the Nation’s distressed urban
and rural communities. The bill’s HUB Zones
provision, however, could weaken one of the
strongest tools for achieving this objective
by according the proposed program a con-
tracting priority equal to that of the 8(a)
program.

The Administration has already proposed
regulations and is ready to begin pilots for
the Empowerment Contracting Program
(ECP), a new contracting program targeted
at distressed communities. The Administra-
tion believes that these tests should be per-
mitted to proceed, and that they will dem-
onstrate the ECP’s ability to accomplish the
goals of the HUD Zones provisions at less ex-
pense and without affecting the 8(a) pro-
gram.

Other administration concerns

The Administration will also seek amend-
ments to:

Remove proposed restrictions on the SBA’s
ability to use Women’s Business Center fund-
ing to finance the costs of administering the
program. Removal of these restrictions is
important to ensuring the effective execu-
tion of this program.

Maintain the ability of Small Business De-
velopment Center (SBDCs) to charge appro-
priate fees for counseling services provided
under the program.

Authorize sufficient microloan technical
assistance funding to support the projected
growth in this program.

Reauthorize the Small Business Tech-
nology Transfer (STTR) Program for three
years, rather than six. The three-year au-
thorization proposed by the Administration
is consistent with the authorization period
for the companion Small Business Innova-
tion Research (SBIR) Program, and provides
a reasonable period for both achieving and
evaluating program results.

Delete the proposed pilot program tar-
geting technical assistance to certain States.
This provision would divert scarce resources
needed to administer the STTR and SBIR
programs.

Pay-as-you-go scoring

S. 1139 would increase direct spending;
therefore it is subject to the pay-as-you-go
requirement of the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1990. OMB’s preliminary
scoring estimates of this bill are presented in
the table below. Final scoring of this legisla-
tion may differ from these estimates.

Pay-as-you-go estimates
[In million of dollars]
Outlays
1998 e
1999 ..
2000 ..
2001 ..
2002 .....
1998-200:

Mr. BOND. The truth is, the 8(a) pro-
gram has no reason to fear the HUB
Zone Program. In fact, they should be
able to work nicely together. The 8(a)
program helps to seek minority pro-
grams own a greater stake in the econ-
omy by focusing on ownership and de-
velopment of small business.

The HUB Zone Program, on the other
hand, focuses on developing jobs and
opportunities in distressed areas, many
of them still minority communities.

[ e
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One brings jobs; the other brings own-
ership. The two programs are two
prongs of the same fork. HUB Zones in
8(a) should not fight with each other
but focus on the common threads, such
as contract bundling that hurt them
and all other small businesses alike.

Yesterday, I was pleased to receive a
letter from my friends at the National
Black Chamber of Commerce in which
they recognized how these two pro-
grams must work together. Harry
Alford, Chamber president and CEO
wrote:

To date, the Small Business Administra-
tion and other agencies have not aggres-
sively pursued the utilization of this valu-
able vehicle—

Referring to HUB Zones.

There is a false perception that it is here
to replace the 8a program. The author has
been guilty of that same fear. In further re-
search and reflection, it appears that the
anxiety is unjustified. 8a is in the suburbs
and nothing is in the inner city. It will be
the HUB Zone activity that will spur a ren-
aissance where economic activity is lacking.
We must support the HUB zones.

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

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NATIONAL BLACK
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, September 18, 2000.
Re 8a and HUB zone programs
Hon. KIT S. BOND,
Chairman, Senate Small Business Committee,
Washington, DC.
Hon. JOHN F. KERRY,
Ranking Member, Senate Small Business Com-
mittee, Washington, DC.
Hon. JAMES TALENT,
Chairman, House Small Business Committee,
Washington, DC.
Hon. NYDIA VELAZQUEZ,
Ranking Member, House Small Business Com-
mittee, Washington, DC.

DEAR LEADERS OF THE SMALL BUSINESS
COMMITTEES: The 8a program throughout the
years has been a successful program. It has
yet to reach maximum levels of utilization
but there are few successful Black owned
businesses today that have not gone through
the 8a program during their developmental
years.

However, there is something the 8a pro-
gram has been unable to address and that is
turning around the economic plight of our
distressed inner cities and underdeveloped
rural communities. The vast majority of 8a
firms are in suburban and developed neigh-
borhoods. Their employees usually do not
come from distressed or underdeveloped
communities. The 8a program serves a par-
ticular need and should continue in its
present form. What is needed is a better
spread of activity. That is, most companies
certified as 8a do not get contracts from the
program. According to the latest GAO re-
port, in 1998 over 50% of 8a contracts went to
209 firms, which is only 3.5% of the 6000 firms
in the program. This needs to be improved.

In addition to keeping the 8a program in-
tact, we must look at rejuvenating our inner
cities and depressed rural communities. The
key to that quest is the HUB Zone program.
The HUB Zone legislation is valuable to the
economic future of our targeted commu-
nities.
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To date, the Small Business Administra-
tion and other agencies have not aggres-
sively pursued the utilization of this valu-
able vehicle. There is a false perception that
it is here to replace the 8a program. This au-
thor has been guilty of that same fear. In
further research and reflection, it appears
that the anxiety is unjustified. 8a is in the
suburbs and nothing is in the inner city. It
will be the HUB Zone activity that will spur
a renaissance where economic activity is
lacking. We must support the HUB Zones!

Therefore, the National Black Chamber of
Commerce will begin a ‘‘roll out’ marketing
the HUB Zone program to municipalities
throughout the nation. We will identify HUB
Zones in these communities and certify HUB
Zone companies and recruit companies to re-
locate in these zones. The HUB Zone pro-
gram will rise through our infrastructure of
180 affiliated chapters located in 37 states. If
the federal government will not hold suffi-
cient workshops and properly market the
program, we will. It is too important to hold
on a shelf or at bay fearing it will can-
nibalize the 8a program. The two have dif-
ferent roles.

To ensure either program will not ad-
versely affect the other, we propose the fol-
lowing. There should be a bi-annual report
from the Federal Procurement Data Center
(GSA) that will review the trends in con-
tracting in both the HUB Zone and 8a com-
panies. This review should test the prospect
of HUB Zone contracts growing at a cost to
8a companies. If any such trend exists, the
Small Business Committees must implement
immediate redress. The first review can be
due June 30, 2001.

We believe the above can be a win-win for
both philosophies. We ask your consideration
and hope the SBA reauthorization will be re-
solved in the near future. I will be happy to
entertain any queries or participate in any
meetings with your staffs. For the sake of
small business, it is time to aggressively
move on.

Sincerely,
HARRY C. ALFORD,
President & CEO.

Mr. BONDS. Mr. President, we re-
solved the issue of how 8(a) and HUB
zones would interact in 1997, by direct-
ing that the programs should not com-
pete with each other for contracts. We
placed responsibility on the con-
tracting officers to monitor both pro-
grams, and to have discretion to divert
contracts to whichever program might
be falling behind at a given moment.
That way both programs can succeed.

We incorporated language to that end
in our legislation, and included clari-
fying language in our committee re-
port. The other body agreed to our re-
vised language, and the President
signed the HUB Zone Act into law on
December 2, 1997. Everyone involved
agreed to the final resolution of this
matter.

Subsequently, the Clinton/Gore ad-
ministration decided that the program
they opposed was not so bad after all.
In April of 1998, the White House put
out a press release in which the Vice
President announced an exciting new
program, the HUB zone program, that
would likely create 25,000 new jobs. To
judge from their press release, the HUB
Zone Act was a Presidential initiative
that ‘‘built upon” a Presidential Exec-
utive order. Apparently no legislation
was involved, which was news to those
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of us who developed it, worked hard,
and passed it.

The Vice President in his statement,
however, overlooked one key fact,
which was that HUB zone small busi-
nesses would have to wait nearly a full
yvear before the program would start
operating. It was not until late March
of 1999 that SBA finally got the pro-
gram off the ground and started taking
applications. Even that occurred only
after an exchange of several letters be-
tween my committee and the SBA Ad-
ministrator. When we scheduled a hear-
ing on SBA’s budget request, SBA ap-
parently decided they had better be
ready to announce the program, so the
Administrator came to the hearing
ready to make that announcement.

That was exciting, but then more
delay occurred. It took yet another
year for SBA to process and approve
1,000 applications from HUB zone busi-
nesses. This is not nearly enough to
meet the program’s needs.

The HUB zone program called for 1
percent of Federal contracts to be
awarded to HUB zone firms in 1999, ris-
ing to 1.5 percent in 2000. One thousand
firms is not nearly enough to provide
two to three billion dollars in con-
tracting. It just isn’t enough.

Without enough certified companies,
the HUB zone program is doomed to
failure. This fact did not go unnoticed
by the contracting officers who need to
award the contracts, who cited the
lack of certified companies as an ex-
cuse not to do much work on the pro-
gram.

We were puzzled by this failure. After
a series of letters and meetings, it ap-
pears at least two factors were in-
volved. First, the SBA chopped 10 per-
cent of the HUB zone budget out of the
program, and diverted it to other SBA
activities. SBA cited the need to pay
for incidental costs that HUB zone pro-
gram implementation imposed on
other offices at the agency, but the ten
percent whack continued even after the
program was finally up-and-running.

Second, it became apparent that a
regulatory provision was keeping small
businesses from becoming qualified. In
an attempt to have the HUB zone pro-
gram work effectively with other SBA
programs, SBA included a requirement
that HUB zone firms be affiliated only
with firms that are eligible for those
SBA contracting programs.

This provision was probably well-in-
tended. But it became apparent that
this was preventing firms from partici-
pating. An otherwise-qualified firm
that was affiliated with a holding com-
pany to manage its real estate (like its
headquarters building) would be dis-
qualified if that holding company was
not eligible for other SBA programs.
Those holding companies are typically
an administrative or tax convenience,
so they had never intended to partici-
pate in SBA programs, so their pres-
ence disqualified the firm.

SBA informed us that they were con-
cerned about the unintended effects of
this provision. In February of this
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year, they sought my committee’s
guidance on whether they sought do
away with this unduly restrictive af-
filiation rule. On February 16th, I
wrote Administrator Alvarez to say
that I agreed with that proposed
change, and she wrote back on Feb-
ruary 25th to say she agreed and that
SBA would do away with the restric-
tion.

It is now seven months later, and the
regulations to implement the change
we agreed to have not been published.
Another seven months of delay and
frustration. As Everett McKinley Dirk-
sen once said, a year here and a year
there—pretty soon you’re talking
about real obstructionism.

This program is designed to get jobs
to people in areas where they need
work, the people moving off welfare,
the people at the bottom economic
rung. I would be delighted if the Vice
President backed up his rhetoric when
he talks about HUB zones by doing
something about it. They opposed it
from the beginning. They claimed cred-
it for it. They have taken away the
budget for it. They have imposed regu-
latory roadblocks. They have not im-
plemented it.

They have had their chance and they
have not led. We are going to continue
to work with the SBA Administrator.
We need SBA to get the revised regula-
tions out, to get the certification proc-
ess moving. It could have been an is-
land of excellence in the sea of neglect
in the Clinton-Gore administration.

When the Vice President goes out to-
morrow to claim credit for the program
and talk about it, perhaps somebody
will ask him why 2% years, almost 3
years after the program was passed,
how come it is still weighted down in a
bureaucratic maze? I think it is a good
program. I think it is a good concept.
My colleagues in this body on a bipar-
tisan basis unanimously agreed to it.
This is a chance for the administration
to stop talking and do something.

I am from Missouri. Frothy elo-
quence neither satisfies nor convinces
me. I want to be shown. I hope, for a
change, we will see some significant
action, rather than just talk, out of the
administration.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, a
slight change has been worked out in
the order of speeches. I now yield to
the Senator from Colorado, who will
address the Treasury-Postal portion of
this bill. That has been done with the
understanding and approval of the mi-
nority.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I
thank the manager, my friend from
Utah. I would like to review the Treas-
ury and general government section,
which was added to the legislative
branch bill in conference.

I am going to repeat a few numbers.
They are rather dry, but they are im-
portant numbers for my colleagues.
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Needless to say, I think this is an im-
portant section and hope they support
it. Budget constraints made it impos-
sible for the committee to fund all re-
quests made by the administration and
by our colleagues in the Senate, too,
but we tried to accommodate all of the
requests as far as we could.

I think, as does my ranking minority
member, Senator DORGAN, we would
probably have preferred to bring this
bill to the floor as a free-standing bill,
but time constraints prevented us from
doing that. But I believe it is still a
good bill. Let me go over some of the
numbers.

Mr. President, the Treasury and gen-
eral government portion of this con-
ference report contains a total of
$30,371,000 in new budget authority. Of
that, $14,679,607,000 is for mandatory
programs over which the Appropria-
tions Committee has no control.

This conference report strikes a por-
tion between congressional priorities,
administration initiatives, and agency
requirements. Preparation of the Sen-
ate committee-reported bill would not
have been possible without the hard
work and cooperation of the ranking
member of the subcommittee, Senator
DORGAN, and his staff.

As we consider the Treasury and gen-
eral government portion of the legisla-
tive branch conference report, I would
like to highlight some of the provisions
before us:

We emphasize on the need for the
Gang Resistance Education and Train-
ing Program-—called GREAT—by in-
cluding $3 million more than the ad-
ministration request for grants to
State and local law enforcement.

We provided a total of $93,751,000 for
the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms to enforce existing gun laws.
This includes:

$19,078,000 to fully staff and expand
the Youth Crime Gun Interdiction Ini-
tiative, bringing the total to 50 cities.
This program allows ATF to track and
prosecute those who supply guns to our
youth.

Also, $23,361,000 for expanded ballis-
tics imaging technology, and $41,322,000
to significantly expand the Integrated
Violence Reduction Strategy to sup-
port criminal enforcement initiatives
such as Project Exile and Project
Ceasefire to combat violent crime.

We have also included $13,700,000 for
the Southwest Border Customs staffing
initiative, $130 million for the Customs
automation effort, called ACE, and
$2,672,000 more to combat importation
of items produced by forced child labor.

Speaking of youngsters, Mr. Presi-
dent, I am pleased to note that we have
been able to fund the ONDCP anti-drug
youth media campaign at $185 million.

We have spent over half a billion dol-
lars in this program in the last several
years.

Title II of this section provides
$96,093,000 for the U.S. Postal Service
and continues to require free mailing
for overseas voters as well as for the
blind, as well as a 6-day delivery and
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prohibit the closing or consolidation of
small and rural post offices.

Title III contains a total of
$691,315,000 for the Executive Office of
the President. This includes the Office
of Management and Budget, the Office
of National Drug Control Policy, the
Federal drug control programs, and the
funding for the media campaign to
which I alluded.

There is $29,053,000 for the
Counterdrug Technology Assessment
Center for their program to transfer
technology to State and local law en-
forcement agencies. This is an ongoing
program and has been a huge benefit to
both State and local law enforcement
groups.

There is $206 million for the High In-
tensity Drug Traffickers Area Pro-
gram, called the HIDTA Program. This
is an existing program, and the funding
is continued in this bill under the cur-
rent level. HIDTA Programs coordinate
local, State, and Federal antidrug ef-
forts. It has met with a great deal of
approval with local and State law en-
forcement. As a matter of fact, many
Senators requested expansion of this
program, but we had to live within our
budget constraints.

Title IV 1is independent agencies,
such as the Federal Elections Commis-
sion, the General Services Administra-
tion, the National Archives, as well as
agencies involved in Federal employ-
ment issues, such as the Federal Labor
Relations Authority, the Merit Sys-
tems Protection Board, the Office of
Government Ethics, the Office of Spe-
cial Counsel, and the Office of Per-
sonnel Management.

Also included in this title are manda-
tory accounts to provide for Federal re-
tiree annuities, health benefits, and
life insurance. The conferees have pro-
vided a total of $15,986,378,000 for this
title in fiscal year 2001.

For the first time in 4 years, the ad-
ministration has requested funding for
courthouse construction. Although we
have not been able to fund the entire
list due to limited resources, we have
included funding for four courthouse
projects in fiscal year 2001, as well as
an additional four projects in fiscal
year 2002.

Again, I thank the ranking member
of our subcommittee, Senator DORGAN,
for his hard work and support. Cer-
tainly this bill would not have been
possible without his assistance. Too
often we forget the hard work of staff—
for Senator DORGAN, Chip Walgren and
Steve Monteiro; for the majority, Pat
Raymond, Tammy Perrin, and Lula
Edwards—who deserve a great deal of
credit for the long hours, nights, and
sometimes weekends spent in trying to
put this section of the bill together. I
believe this conference report deserves
the support of the Senate.

One last thing, Mr. President. We are
still obviously in a state of shock and
loss at the death of our colleague, Sen-
ator Paul Coverdell, who was a tireless
worker in trying to reduce youth vio-
lence and drug use. His life was a model
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of what youngsters should aspire to. In
his honor, we have named the Federal
Law Enforcement Training Center’s
newest dormitory building at Glynco,
GA, for him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join the subcommittee
chairman, Senator CAMPBELL, in bring-
ing this hybrid bill to the Senate floor.
The process by which we have arrived
here today is one which I hope we will
not replicate on other appropriations
bills for the remainder of the year. I
will not belabor the point about the
process. It is unfortunate that the Sen-
ate was unable to enact its will on this
legislation when it initially was re-
ported out of the full Appropriations
Committee on July 20. This is not a re-
flection on the chairman—he produced
a bill in a short period of time acting
on the instructions he was given. I can-
not fault him for this. In fact, I con-
gratulate him for many of the good de-
cisions which were made on the sub-
stance of this legislation, but the fact
remains that the Senate was not well-
served by this process.

The conference report before us
today provides $15.6 billion in discre-
tionary budget authority for high pri-
ority law enforcement, trade enforce-
ment and good government programs.
It is approximately $1.1 billion above
the level of funding approved by the
Appropriations Committee in July. It
is also $1.9 billion above last year’s en-
acted level. Yet is remains $900 million
below the President’s request. This is
one of the main problems with the un-
derlying bill. While funds were added
for a number of administration prior-
ities, the bill remains deficient in a few
areas, primarily regarding IRS staffing
and counter-terrorism programs. I have
received assurances that additional
funds will be provided for a number of
these deficiencies in later appropria-
tions bills. Former President Reagan
used to say, ‘“‘Trust, but verify.” I trust
my colleagues and look forward to
verifying that additional funds will be
found.

In many ways, however, this con-
ference report is a good bill. Compared
to the bill that was reported out of the
Appropriations Committee, many of
the problems with that bill have been
resolved. Objectionable language re-
garding guns has been removed. Many
agencies are fully funded at the re-
quested level. The Customs Service’s
computer modernization program is
well funded at $130 million. A good first
step has been made to reduce the court
house construction backlog.

This bill represents a responsible and
balanced piece of legislation. I want to
note that it has been a pleasure work-
ing with Senator CAMPBELL on this leg-
islation. He and his staff have been pro-
fessional and diligent in representing
our interests and assisting us in formu-
lating this legislation. I also want to
take this opportunity to thank his
staff, Pat Raymond, Tammy Perrin,
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and Lula Edwards for their hard work
and cooperation in crafting this bill. I
also wish to note the work of my staff,
Chip Walgren, Steve Monteiro, and Ni-
cole Kroetsch, on this legislation.

As the chairman noted, this bill
funds base operations for the Treasury
Department, its agencies and other
general government operations. It
maintains current operating levels in
most instances and annualizes the
costs of FTE, full time equivalent, in-
creases made in last year’s bill. It is
designed to limit, as best we can,
undue impacts on personnel. We have
tried to avoid funding cuts which
would require reductions in FTE after
we increased FTE levels in fiscal year
2000.

Within the constraints imposed by
our allocation, we have attempted to
accommodate Members’ requests where
possible. However, our allocation also
means that no Member received every-
thing he or she requested. I would note
that we received requests from over 75
individual Members to include funding
for programs they consider of impor-
tance to their State or the Nation.

I must note that there were a number
of deficiencies in this bill when it was
reported out of the committee. While I
did not participate in the drafting of
the conference report, I am pleased
that many of those deficiencies have
been addressed in this legislation.

One of my major concerns is funding
for the Customs Service Automated
Commercial Environment, known as
ACE. The original Senate bill had no
funds for Customs’ new and crucial
computer improvement program. The
existing system is the over-worked
backbone of our trade flow system. It
has been experiencing an ever increas-
ing rate of failures and brownouts. Our
trade volume has doubled over the last
ten years. Based on the rate of growth
in trade from 1996 to 1999, Customs an-
ticipates an increase of over 50 percent
in the number of entries by the year
2005.

This is an antiquated system which
is becoming increasingly expensive to
operate. We need to fund ACE now. The
House has provided $105 million for
ACE and I am pleased that the con-
ference report includes $130 million for
this crucial program.

Another issue that concerns me, as
well as the administration, is funding
for the Internal Revenue Service.
While this conference report does bet-
ter by the IRS than the original House
or Senate bills, we are still more than
$300 million below the President’s
budget request. I have spoken with the
Commissioner of the IRS, Charles
Rossotti, and I share his fears that
funding at these levels may result in
staff cuts. I ask unanimous consent
that letters from Commissioner
Rossotti dated September 8, 2000 and
September 15, 2000 be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY,
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,
Washington, DC, September 8, 2000.
Hon. BYRON DORGAN,
Committee on Appropriations,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR DORGAN: On July 27, the
House and Senate Appropriations Sub-
committees on Treasury and General Gov-
ernment agreed to a conference report on the
Senate Committee-passed and House-passed
fiscal year 2001 spending bill. The conference
committees $8.494 billion funding level is a
$305 million reduction from the FY2001 re-
quest. Although this funding level is an in-
crease from FY2000, please recognize that
this level would lead to a further decline in
the already low levels of compliance activ-
ity, and threaten the modernization of IRS
computer systems.

Without funding for the Staffing Tax Ad-
ministration for Balance and Equity (STA-
BLE) initiative, the IRS efforts to provide
increased service to taxpayers and reduce
the decline in audit coverage are at risk.
Specifically, toll-free service will drop from
the current unacceptable level of 65 percent
to less than 60 percent; similar private sector
service is above 90 percent. Even more dis-
turbing, audit coverage will continue to de-
cline. Since FY 1998, that rate has declined
49 percent. Furthermore, audits of taxpayers
earning more than $100,000 annually a rap-
idly expending segment of society have de-
clined almost 33 percent from FY1998 to
FY1999. Even our ability to collect taxes on
acknowledged overdue accounts is declining
significantly.

The conference committee also did not
fund the requested $72 million for the Infor-
mation Technology Investment Account
(ITTIA). The entire $2 trillion of annual tax
revenue collected by the IRS is critically de-
pendent on an obsolete computer system de-
veloped over 35 years by the IRS. These sys-
tems are so deficient they do not allow the
IRS to administer the tax system or provide
essential service to taxpayers at an accept-
able level. Furthermore, because the IRS ex-
periences a 1.5 percent annual workload in-
crease in number of returns processed, either
productivity must increase through im-
proved technology or staffing must increase
just to remain at the same inadequate serv-
ice levels. Through the ITIA account pro-
vided by Congress, the IRS in the last 15
months has begun the enormous job of mod-
ernizing these systems. We must have a con-
sistent funding stream for this program.
Lack of funding for the ITIA account will
slow or even halt projects currently under-
way, increasing the time, cost and risk of
our systems modernization.

In order to fulfill requirements of the IRS
Restructuring and Reform Act of 1998 and
provide effective tax administration, we
must have full funding. I urge you to seek
ways to provide this funding. Please contact
me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

U.S. Senate,

CHARLES O. ROSSOTTI,
Commissioner.
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY,
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,
Washington, DC, September 15, 2000.
Hon. BYRON L. DORGAN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR DORGAN: As we discussed
earlier today, I am enclosing a set of talking
points and a chart on the IRS’ FY 2001 budg-
et request and a description of the FTE com-
mitment needed to meet the requirements of
the IRS Restructuring and Reform Act of
1998. I cannot thank you enough for your
support for full funding of the agency’s budg-
et. It is critical to carrying out the Restruc-
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turing Act and safeguarding the nation’s tax
administration system.

If I can be of any further assistance or an-
swer any questions, please do not hesitate to
call me.

Sincerely,
CHARLES O. ROSSOTTI,
Commissioner.

Enclosures.
TALKING POINTS FOR IRS BUDGET
BACKGROUND

Full funding for the IRS budget is $8.799
billion—the House-passed conference report
if $8.494 billion—or $305 million short of the
FY 2001 request.

This $305 million funds two initiatives that
are key to the success of IRS’ modernization
effort (it also adds $4m for Criminal Inves-
tigations and $3m for Electronic Tax Admin-
istration):

$72 million for technology investments
(ITIA) to upgrade the IRS’s obsolete and in-
herently deficient computer systems

$225 million for a hiring initiative (called
STABLE—Staffing Tax Administration for
Balance and Equity) that will restore the
IRS staffing level near the level prior to en-
actment of the IRS Restructuring and Re-
form Act of 1998 (RRA98).

KEY POINTS

The IRS needs full funding to deliver on
RRA98’s mandates.

In terms of technology, IRS has developed
a rigorous management process to ensure
that its past mistakes (i.e. TSM) will not be
repeated. The ITIA funding request is nec-
essary so that the IRS can continue efforts
to make technology investments that will
have direct benefits to taxpayers in 2001.
GAO has repeatedly reported that ‘‘until
IRS’ antiquated information systems are re-
placed, they will continue to hinder efforts
to manage agency operations and better
serve taxpayers through revamped business
practices’. Without this funding, the IRS
will have to stretch out many of the projects
it has planned to improve the administration
of the nation’s tax system and service to tax-
payers. For example, the IRS plans to sig-
nificantly improve its communications capa-
bilities with taxpayers—allowing service rep-
resentatives to answer taxpayer calls much
more quickly and accurately. This is just the
first of a series of planned upgrades to the
decades old IRS technology infrastructure
that will dramatically improve service to
taxpayers and could be delayed.

The staffing initiative (STABLE) is nec-
essary to enable the IRS to stem the precipi-
tous decline in its collection activities and,
at the same time, improve assistance to tax-
payers. Since 1997, the IRS has experienced
an extraordinary increase in demand for its
limited staff. (See attached table.) There are
two main causes for this increase:

RRA98 created numerous new taxpayer
rights provisions that require additional
time and resources for IRS employees. The
IRS estimates that more than 4500 FTEs
were devoted to meeting RRA98’s demands—
an effective reduction of 5.2 percent in FTE
since 1997.

As the economy grows so does the IRS
workload. Each year the IRS experience
workload growth of 1.8 percent—that trans-
lates to an additional 1800 FTE each year
just to keep pace with increased processing
and compliance requirements.

STABLE is designed to compensate for
these increases. Even with STABLE, total
IRS staffing will be below the pre-RRA98
level.
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IRS FTE RESOURCES IN FY 2001 WILL BE LESS THAN BE-
FORE RRA '98 WAS PASSED, EVEN AT FULL FUNDING
OF THE REQUEST

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001 (IRS request)

102,622

99,596
97,361
99,862

FY 2000 MANDATORY FTE INCREASES FROM RRA '98
[FTE by Program]

Cus-
tomer
service

EXAM Collec-

Total
Code section tion Other FIE

1203—Termination of Em-

ployment for Misconduct;

Incl 1203 Training ....cceeo  cvveveeanee 107
1205—Employee Training

Program .........c.ccoevvervus 113 71 177
3001—Burden of Proof ... s e 2
3201—Innocent Spouse Case

Processing & Adjudication 421 14 118 178 731
3301—Global Interest Net-

i 73 19 10 1 103

108 78 170 356
270 150 17 587

368
5

w—

3462—0ffers in Compromise
Case Processing ... coooeveeee 1,536 136 1
3501—Explanation of Joint
& Several Liability ... oo 19
3705—Spanish language
assistance/live assistor
option/contact on manu-
ally generated notices ......
**x*—All Other Codes ........ ..

1,673

36 21 63
10 353 166 529

2,154 1,060 589 4,560

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, in the
IRS Reform and Restructuring Act of
1998, we mandated specific goals for the
IRS to meet in terms of taxpayer as-
sistance and IRS performance. How-
ever, we continue to deny the IRS the
resources it needs to meet these man-
dated goals. This is an administration
concern, and it is my concern as well.
We must do better by the IRS—if not
on this bill—then in subsequent legisla-
tion. It is important that we maintain
the concept and provision of ‘‘service”’
by the Internal Revenue Service.

I am pleased we were able to fund the
National Youth Anti-Drug Media Cam-
paign at last year’s level of $185 mil-
lion. While this is still $10 million less
than requested by the administration,
it represents a continued commitment
to getting the message to our young
people that drugs can kill. To date we
have appropriated over $500 million for
the media campaign—with mixed re-
sults. We had two hearings this year on
the campaign where many of these con-
cerns were raised. While it remains a
somewhat controversial program, I will
continue to work with the chairman
and others ensure that the campaign
bears identifiable and quantifiable re-
sults.

Finally, I am pleased that the con-
ference report fully funds the adminis-
tration’s requests for the Bureau of Al-
cohol, Tobacco and Firearms to enforce
existing gun laws. We fully fund the re-
quest to expand existing ballistics
identification activities and to expand
the Youth Crime Gun Interdiction Ini-
tiative, YCGII, program into 12 addi-
tional cities. Also, the objectionable
gun preference provision—inserted in
the original Senate bill without de-
bate—has been dropped. This was a
wise action and I congratulate the
chairman and others for taking this
step.

Total ..o 757
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Again, while I strongly protest the
process by which this conference report
was drafted, in most respects—this is a
responsible bill. It goes far to meeting
our commitments to law enforcement
and our Federal employees. I am com-
mitted to working with Senators STE-
VENS and BYRD and the leadership to
find additional funds for the IRS and
counterterrorism on subsequent legis-
lation.

Mr. President, briefly, the state-
ments made by the Senator from Colo-
rado, Mr. CAMPBELL, are accurate
statements. He has done an out-
standing job. I am very pleased to work
with him. We worked closely together
on this legislation.

He knows I feel somewhat aggrieved
by the process. This bill has not fol-
lowed the normal course in coming
from the full Appropriations Com-
mittee to the floor of the Senate. It
was taken in an unusual circumstance.
It was put into conference, and now a
conference report comes to the floor.
There are Senators who perhaps would
have offered amendments on the floor
who were precluded from doing so.
That really should not be the case.

This is not a good process. That is
not Senator CAMPBELL’s fault. The
Senator from Colorado is someone who
did what was required of him with re-
spect to the leadership decision. I hope
we will not have this approach used in
future bills. I will have more to say
about the Agriculture appropriations
bill which is supposed to be in con-
ference now but on which there is no
conference. I will speak more about
that at a later moment.

My sense is much of what is in this
bill is on target. We are about $900 mil-
lion below the budget request. We made
progress in a whole range of areas. 1
was very concerned about the program
called the ACE Program, the computer
modernization program at the Customs
Department, known as ACE—Auto-
mated Commercial Environment.

The fact is the system for keeping
track of what is coming in and going
out of this country in trade, the system
used by the Customs Service is simply
melting down. We need to modernize
that system. This program designed to
do that was not funded in some of the
earlier versions. The bill that is now on
the floor does begin that funding with
$130 million, a pretty robust amount of
funding. For that I am most appre-
ciative.

This legislation is still short with re-
spect to the Internal Revenue Service
needs, with respect to some counterter-
rorism appropriations, with respect to
an account called unanticipated needs.
The chairman of the full committee
has indicated to me that while this is
the conference we are dealing with and
we have to take action on this con-
ference report, he anticipates being
able to respond to those deficiencies in
another circumstance. We will prob-
ably have an omnibus appropriations
bill. The chairman of the full com-
mittee has indicated the deficiencies
that exist will be responded to in some
omnibus bill at the end.
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We will have to wait and see if that
happens, but I expect perhaps this con-
ference report was held for some period
of time and certainly would be held at
the White House. There is some discus-
sion of a potential veto unless the
holes are filled, especially with respect
to enforcement capabilities at the In-
ternal Revenue Service.

I say that only because there are
more and more sophisticated schemes
being used by some of the largest cor-
porate taxpayers about which the Sec-
retary of the Treasury has talked a
great deal. They do need enforcement
capability to penetrate some of those
schemes that are used to avoid paying
a fair share of taxes.

Pat Raymond, Tammy Perrin, and
Lula Edwards on the majority side, and
Chip Walgren, Steve Monteiro, and Ni-
cole Koretsch spent a lot of time on
this bill. As is the case with the legis-
lative branch appropriations bill, this
bill, the Treasury-general government
appropriations bill, much credit must
go to a lot of people who worked a lot
of hours to make sure we funded these
agencies properly.

I wanted to make those points and
say I do not like this process. It has
produced a bill that is pretty good in
almost all respects except for a handful
of things that need some remedy. The
chairman of the full committee has
told me, and I think he has told the
White House and others, that he in-
tends to respond to those deficiencies
in some other venue as we go along in
the appropriations process, and I appre-
ciate that.

As we work to finish our remaining
appropriations bills, it is my fervent
hope that we can do this in the regular
order. Bills passed by the full Appro-
priations Committee in the Senate
should be brought to the Senate floor
for debate and amendment, and then
we send them to conference. When we
have debate and amend a bill in the
Senate, as we did with the Agriculture
appropriations bill, which is critically
important—it has my amendment that
gets rid of sanctions on the shipments
of agricultural products and stops
using food and medicine as a weapon.
The Senate voted for it by a wide mar-
gin.

It has the amendment Senator JEF-
FORDS and I, Senator GORTON and oth-
ers offered on reimportation of pre-
scription drugs which would force the
repricing of prescription drugs in this
country. We adopted that.

The House passed their bill the early
part of July. We passed ours mid to
late July. I am a conferee, and there
has not been a conference. My expecta-
tion is there will never be a conference
because they do not want to have a
conference on something that con-
troversial. Either one of those put to a
separate vote in the Senate and the
House will pass by 70 percent. I am
worried this process will be used to hi-
jack that bill.
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I serve notice that I intend to inquire
of the majority leader later this after-
noon when he comes to the floor or to-
morrow at some great length saying,
we lost the issue last year and were hi-
jacked to stop using food and medicine
as a weapon. They adjourned the con-
ference and never reconvened. It looks
as if they are fixing to not convene a
conference this year. That is not the
way we should expect the Senate to do
its business. I am sorry to get off on
that for a moment.

Again, I appreciate the good work of
Senator CAMPBELL and look forward to
not only proceeding with what is in
this bill, which I think is good work,
but also remedying a half dozen or so
areas that I think come up short of
what we need to do, and I think the
chairman of the full committee has
said we need to do that.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I
would like to respond to my friend and
colleague from North Dakota.

His advice and counsel has been ex-
tremely important to me. I appreciate
his comments very much. As I men-
tioned in my opening statement, I
would have preferred to bring the bill
to the floor as a self-standing bill, too.
We are simply running out of time with
only less than 3 weeks, I guess, of ac-
tual workdays before we adjourn for
the year. It just was not possible this
year.

But I look forward to working with
him. If we do bring some emergency
spending bill to the floor through the
full committee, I would ask to work
with him to try to fill in some of the
holes we have missed in this bill.

With that, I thank the Chair and I
yield the floor.

GRAND FORKS FEDERAL BUILDING AND UNITED
STATES COURTHOUSE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, there
are a number of important national
provisions contained within the con-
ference report. One provision, however,
is both of national importance as well
as of importance to the people of North
Dakota. I am especially proud that the
bill names the Federal Building and
United States Courthouse in Grand
Forks, ND after Judge Ronald N. Da-
vies.

The late Judge Davies is one of North
Dakota’s proudest sons. While he grew
up in Grand Forks, he is also claimed
by Fargo. It was while serving as a
judge in Fargo that President Eisen-
hower appointed him to the Federal
bench in 1955. While not a household
name, Judge Davies has gone down in
history as the judge who ordered Ar-
kansas Governor Orval Faubus to inte-
grate the Little Rock public schools 43
years ago this month. It is only fitting
that the Federal building in his home-
town—constructed the year he was
born—bear his name.

Some of my colleagues may have had
the opportunity to visit the Norman
Rockwell exhibit at the Corcoran Gal-
lery of Art in downtown Washington.
Among the many examples of Ameri-
cana is the famous Rockwell painting
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of a little African-American girl, hair
in pigtails, head held high, being es-
corted to school by U.S. Marshals. The
painting puts a human face on an im-
portant turning point in our Nation’s
history. It was the result of the ruling
by this modest and unassuming son of
North Dakota that our Nation took one
more step toward expanding the Amer-
ican dream to all Americans.

I thank my colleagues for their sup-
port of this provision. I ask unanimous
consent that articles from the Grand
Forks Herald and Fargo Forum regard-
ing Judge Davies be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Grand Forks Herald, Aug. 6, 2000]
A FITTING TRIBUTE TO JUDGE
FEDERAL BUILDING WILL BE RENAMED FOR

JUDGE RONALD N. DAVIES—THE MAN WHO

MADE LANDMARK DECISION ON SCHOOL DESEG-

REGATION

(By Marilyn Hagerty)

Soon it will be the Ronald N. Davies Fed-
eral Building and Courthouse in Grand
Forks. The neoclassical building at 102 N.
Fourth St. will be renamed to honor the late
federal judge from North Dakota who in 1957
made what is considered the landmark deci-
sion on racial integration in our nation.

Born in Crookston in 1904—the same year
work began on the Federal Building—Davies
grew up in Grand Forks.

The Appropriations Committee of the U.S.
Senate last month approved renaming the
building in memory of the late Judge Davies.

The legislation was proposed by Sen.
Byron Dorgan D-N.D., who said: ‘I can think
of no better way to celebrate his contribu-
tions and preserve his legacy for future gen-
erations.” A date for the renaming ceremony
will be announced.

Davies was appointed to the federal bench
by President Dwight Eisenhower in 1955. Two
years later, he made history when on a tem-
porary assignment to Arkansas he ruled that
Little Rock public schools must allow black
students to attend immediately.

GUARD CALLED

The U.S. Supreme Court had ruled three
years earlier that segregation was unconsti-
tutional. Before a desegregation plan could
take effect in Little Rock, Arkansas Gov.
Orval Faubus called out the National Guard
to prevent it.

On Sept. 7, 1957, Davies ordered Faubus to
stop interfering. The governor called Davies’
ruling high-handed and arbitrary, but the
National Guard was removed. On Sept. 23,
nine black children entered the high school,
and white mobs rampaged. The children were
removed after sporadic battles between po-
lice and rioters, according to reports by The
Associated Press.

Two days later, the “Little Rock Nine’ en-
tered the school under the protection of 1,200
soldiers sent by Eisenhower.

Judge Davies, by then was widely known
for his work in Arkansas. He often was re-
ferred to as ‘‘the stranger in Little Rock.”
This stemmed from an article in Newsweek
in late September in which he was featured
as ““This Week’s Newsmaker.”

When a national television broadcast
branded him as ‘“‘an obscure federal judge,”
he responded: ‘“We judges are obscure—and
should be. That is want I want—to return
quietly to the obscurity from which I
sprang.’”’

Before going to Arkansas, Davies said, he
never had heard a desegregation case. He in-
sisted he was only trying to do his job.
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“I have no delusions about myself,”” he was
reported to have said. “I’'m just one of a cou-
ple of hundred federal judges all over the
country. That all.”

Davies was named to senior U.S. U.S. Dis-
trict Judge status in 1971 in Fargo. He died
there in 1996 at the age of 91.

HIGHLIGHTS

Significant honors awarded Judge Ronald
N. Davies:

North Dakota’s highest honor, the Theo-
dore Roosevelt Roughrider Award, was pre-
sented to him in 1987. His portrait hangs in
the Hall of Fame in the State Capitol.

Named outstanding alumnus of George-
town University Law Center, Washington,
D.C., in 1958.

Given an honorary doctor of law award by
the UND School of Law in 1961.

Received Martin Luther King Holiday
Award in 1986 by North Dakota Peace Coali-
tion.

In 1961, the Davies family attended gradua-
tion ceremonies at UND for three rewarding
reasons: Son Timothy received a degree from
the law school; son Thomas earned a degree
in business administration, and Judge Davies
delivered the commencement address.

In 1966, Judge Davies rendered a decision
he considered one of his most important
cases—Stromsodt vs. Parke-Davis and Co.
The case was tried in Grand Forks and in-
volved a damage suit against Parke-Davis,
one of the nation’s largest drug manufactur-
ers, for an unsafe vaccine administered to
Shane Stromsodt at the age of five months
in 1959. The child, who suffered irreparable
brain damage, was represented by prominent
torts attorney Melvin Belli. On Sept. 29, 1966,
Davies awarded $500,000 to the 7-year-old
Stromsodt.

DAVIES, THE MAN—WHO WAS JUDGE RONALD
N. DAVIES?

He was competitive, ambitious, coura-
geous. He was a lawyer’s lawyer and a law-
yer’s judge. He had a sense of humor that
would knock your socks off.

That’s what children of the late Judge
Ronald N. Davies say about him.

A daughter, Katherine Olmscheid, of La-
fayette, Calif., was a senior in high school at
the time her father was making headlines in
Little Rock, Ark.

She says: ‘I knew what was going on, but
I was so used to Dad being a take-charge
kind of man that I just expected he was
being very thoughtful about every decision
he made. He did tell me that he well knew
that his upholding the law in this case would
not bode well for him in appointments to a
higher court.

‘““He was competitive and ambitious, but
when it came to the law and the courage to
uphold it, there was never any question. He
was a father who took time to talk to me
and explain what was happening, but he
never focused on the drama of it.”

Thomas Davies, a son who is a municipal
judge in Fargo, says his dad had a favorite
saying: ‘“‘Better to be silent and thought a
fool than to open your mouth and erase all
doubt.”

Judge Ronald N. Davis was short—only 5
feet, 1 inch. But his son says nobody men-
tioned his height. If they did, the judge
would launch into a good-natured disserta-
tion about people who were too tall for their
own good.

Thomas Davies says his father knew who
he was and what he had to do. ‘“He respected
lawyers, and they respected him. He never
lost contact with the average person. He
knew and liked the janitors, elevator opera-
tors, secretaries, waitresses, labor people and
their bosses. He could, in my estimation,
have been elected to any office in state, local
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or federal levels; but he had the job he want-
ed, and he loved it.”

Jody Eidler, a daughter who lives in Whea-
ton, Ill., remembers her father’s sense of
humor. ‘It was the best of anyone we knew.
Ask any lawyer who appeared in his court-
room. I used to meet him in Chicago when he
came to hear cases. I'd sit back and marvel
at how smooth he was with the big-city at-
torneys. He handled them with kid gloves.”

Davies’ sons and daughters talk of the
“round table’” the judge held at the Elks
Club in Fargo. He would have lunch with dif-
ferent lawyers, and he always would make
room for one of his children if they happened
to drop by.

Olmscheid says: ‘‘Dad was a stickler for his
name being Ronald N. Davies. That N. initial
thing was important to him, so I sure hope
the powers that be take that into consider-
ation when renaming the building.”

As an aside, she said: ‘‘Dad was as proud of
being a Sigma Nu as he was about just about
anything else. He always sang the UND and
Sigma Nu songs to us as we drove around
Grand Forks on warm summer nights. He
loved the University of North Dakota. He got
his law degree from Georgetown, but he was
a UND man all the way.”

Along with Jody, Katharine and Thomas,
the children of Judge Davies include Jean
Marie Schmith and Timothy Davies, a trial
lawyer with the firm of Nilles, Hansen and
Davies in Fargo.

Judge Ronald N. Davies was born in
Crookston on Dec. 11, 1904, two years before
the completion of the U.S. Post Office and
Court-house—now the U.S. Federal Building
that will be named after him.

He was the son of a former Crookston
Times editor and Grand Forks Herald city
editor, Norwood Davies, and Minnie Quigley
Davies.

His interest in the legal world grew as he
tagged after his grandfather, who was chief
of police in East Grand Forks. The family
moved to Grand Forks in 1971, and Davies re-
ceived a diploma from Central High School
in 1922.

He went on to UND and worked at a soda
fountain and in a clothing store to help with
expenses. He graduated in 1927. He earned his
law degree from Georgetown University Law
Center in Washington, D.C., in 1930. As a stu-
dent, he worked for the Capitol police force.

Davies began his long legal and judicial ca-
reer in 1932, when he was elected as judge of
the Municipal Court in Grand Forks. He
served in that capacity until 1940, when he
went into private practice. He was called
into military service after the bombing of
Pearl Harbor in 1941. He entered the U.S.
Army as a first lieutenant and was dis-
charged in 1946 as a lieutenant colonel.

Davies was married in Grand Forks on Oct.
10, 1933, to Mildred Doran, who was born in
Arvilla, N.D., and grew up in Grand Forks.
She was a graduate of St. John’s Hospital
School of Nursing in Fargo. She died in 1994.

The family includes five children, 20 grand-
children and 37 great grandchildren.

[From the Fargo Forum, Aug. 11, 2000]
IDEA TO HONOR JUDGE DAVIES IS APPROPRIATE
(By Terry DeVine)

North Dakota Sen. Byron Dorgan’s intro-
duction of legislation that would rename the
federal courthouse in Grand Forks in honor
of the late federal judge Ronald Davies of
Fargo, who handed down the landmark rul-
ing in the 1957 Little Rock, Ark., school de-
segregation case, is certainly appropriate.

Davies may have been a diminutive man,
standing only 5-foot, 1-inch tall, but he was
a Paul Bunyan of the law when he sat on the
bench. His courtroom was a model of deco-
rum, but never humorless. He had a way of
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keeping serious matters from becoming too
overwhelming.

“If things were too tense, he’d crack a joke
in court to lighten up the atmosphere,” says
his son, Fargo Municipal Judge Tom Davies.
““The dad at home was not the judge you saw
in court. He was serious in court but had a
real good sense of humor.”

The Senate Appropriations Committee re-
cently approved Dorgan’s legislation to
change the name of the building to the judge
Ronald N. Davies Federal Building and
Courthouse. The provision is included in a
larger bill that will be voted on by the full
Senate when it returns from its recess in
September.

The elder Davies was a graduate of the
University of North Dakota and Georgetown
Law School in Washington, D.C. While in law
school, he worked as a Capitol policeman.

“I’d have loved to see that,” says his son.
“I'm sure my dad thought that was a hoot.
He did think the rest of the world was too
tall. His nightstick must have been almost
as long as he was tall.”

Former North Dakota senator and power
broker Bill Langer nominated Davies for the
federal bench in 1954, and he was appointed
by President Dwight D. Eisenhower in 1955.

At the time, Langer reportedly said Ron
Davies would be appointed to the federal
bench or there would be no federal judges in
North Dakota. The Senate obliged Langer.

Tom Davies says his father was fully aware
of the awesome power a federal judge pos-
sesses, but it only made him more careful in
the way he wielded it. He never let it go to
his head, Davies says.

Davies had practiced law for several years
in Grand Forks, N.D., before moving to
Fargo following his appointment to the fed-
eral bench. He was sent to Arkansas to help
clear what he thought was a backlog of rou-
tine cases.

Another federal judge ordered the integra-
tion of Little Rock schools, and Judge Da-
vies ordered the integration process be accel-
erated at Central High School. Arkansas
Gov. Orville Faubus called out the Arkansas
National Guard to stop the admission of
black students. President Eisenhower fed-
eralized the National Guard troops and nine
black students were admitted to the pre-
viously all-white school.

It was a scary time, and there were death
threats aplenty, but Davies stood his ground.
He was the right man at the right time for
the nation.

Davies paid his dues long before his federal
appointment by ‘‘belonging to just about
every organization that ever existed, with
the exception of the Communist Party.”

‘“He was as active as any human being
could ever be,” says Tom Davies. ‘‘He was a
sparkplug. He never stopped recognizing peo-
ple. He said hello to everyone. He was never
arrogant.”’

Davies says his father was always available
to the media, but never once took advantage
of many opportunities to speak or write
about the Little Rock ruling for large sums
of money in his later years.

‘I shouldn’t be paid to talk about doing
my job,” he said.

His son said his father, who died in 1996 at
the age of 91, spoke about Little Rock only
once on television when he did a 45-minute
show with Fargo-Moorhead radio/television
host Boyd Christenson.

Men like Judge Davies should be remem-
bered. Naming a federal courthouse in his
honor is a fine idea.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, be-
fore the Senator starts, I ask the
Chair: I am in order to follow the Sen-
ator from Iowa; is that correct?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is in order in the
request.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. How much time do
I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has 256 minutes
under her control but has not yielded a
specific amount of time.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I believe Senator
WELLSTONE is speaking under his own
time. I will yield such time as he may
consume to Senator HARKIN.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator
from California for her graciousness in
yielding me this time.

(The remarks of Mr. HARKIN are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Morn-
ing Business.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Minnesota is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
want to say at the very beginning to
my colleague from Utah, for whom I
have a lot of respect, that none of what
I am about to say is aimed directly at
him personally; quite the opposite. But
I want to come out here and take very
serious exception with the process and
the result.

We finalized the legislative appro-
priations bill. Rather than having the
Treasury and Postal appropriations bill
coming directly from the floor of the
Senate and having the opportunity to
offer amendments, that bill was put
into the legislative appropriations con-
ference report. The two bills were basi-
cally linked to one another. This is a
terrible way to legislate.

I say to the majority leader and oth-
ers that we have been at this before
and that I am out here on the floor of
the Senate again today saying I take
very serious exception to this. I cannot
represent the interests of the people in
the State of Minnesota very well when
there is no opportunity to come to this
floor and have amendments and try to
make a difference.

I didn’t come to the floor of the Sen-
ate to be a potted plant or a piece of
furniture. In this particular case, I
take exception with a couple of dif-
ferent things.

First of all, we have raised our salary
to $141,300, and there is no opportunity
for an amendment to be offered on the
floor of the Senate to block this in-
crease, no opportunity at all, no oppor-
tunity for any debate on this with an
amendment. I can understand how the
majority leader or someone on the ma-
jority party did not want to have an
up-or-down vote. But I will tell you
that I find it is very difficult to square
raising our salary to $141,300 at the
same time we are not willing to raise
the minimum wage from $5.15 to $6.15
over a 2-year period. It is just unbeliev-
able to me.

I want to be clear about it again. The
Congress, by taking the Treasury-Post-
al appropriations bill and putting the
salary increase into it, then putting it
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into a legislative appropriations con-
ference report, is basically raising our
pay without even taking a vote on it.

I want to tell you that is what gets
us in trouble with the people we rep-
resent. This is exactly what gets us in
trouble with the people we represent,
and for very good reason.

Maybe the majority leader didn’t
want to have an up-or-down vote.
Maybe the majority party didn’t want
to have an up-or-down vote. But I
wanted an opportunity to come here to
the floor of the Senate and say no way
am I going to support raising our sal-
ary to $141,000 a year when this Senate
and this conference has not been will-
ing to raise the minimum wage from
$5.15 an hour to $6.15 an hour.

To be very honest with Senators, I
might raise another question, which is:
Have we earned the salary increase?
Have we passed a Patients’ Bill of
Rights? No. Have we passed prescrip-
tion drugs extended onto Medicare? No.
Have we reauthorized the Elementary
and Secondary HEducation Act? No.
Have we reauthorized the Small Busi-
ness Administration? No.

In all due respect, we have done hard-
ly any of the work of the people. We
have not done much at all when it
comes to the basic issues that affect
the lives of the people we represent.
Yet we are raising our salary to $141,000
a year. We are putting it into an unre-
lated conference report so that there
will not be a vote on it. I think that is
not a very direct way of conducting
business.

I want to remind my colleagues of
the words of Senator KENNEDY 4 years
ago, when the Senate voted to gut rule
XXVIII. That is the Senate rule lim-
iting the scope of conference, and we
are violating this conference report. I
quote from Senator KENNEDY. This was
4 years ago, and it is so true to be pro-
phetic.

The rule that a conference committee can-
not include extraneous matter is central to
the way the Senate conducts its business.
When we send a bill to a conference we do so
knowing that the conference committee
work is likely to become law. Conference re-
ports are privileged. Motions to proceed to
them cannot be debated, and such reports
cannot be amended. So conference commit-
tees are already very powerful. But if con-
ference committees are permitted to add
completely extraneous matters in con-
ference—that is, if the point of order against
such conduct becomes a dead letter—con-
ferees will acquire unprecedented power.
They will acquire the power to legislate in a
privileged, unrenewable fashion on virtually
any subject. They will be able to completely
bypass the deliberative process of the Sen-
ate.

Mr. President, it is a highly dan-
gerous situation. It will make all of us
less willing to send bills to conference
and will leave all of us vulnerable to
passage of controversial, extraneous
legislation any time a bill goes to con-
ference. I hope the Senate will not go
down this road. Today the narrow issue
is the status of one corporation under
the labor laws, but tomorrow the issue
might be civil rights, States rights,
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health care, education, or anything
else. It might be a matter much more
sweeping than the labor law issue that
is before us today.

That is exactly what we have done.
What we have here today is a mini-om-
nibus measure, and I think it is exactly
the road that Senator KENNEDY was
warning we should not go down.

I say to colleagues that I think every
Senator ought to object to what we are
doing—every Senator, Democrat and
Republican alike.

We had an opportunity in the later
months of this summer when we came
back to bring this appropriations bill
to the floor. We could have dealt with
the Treasury-Postal appropriations
bill. If we had, I would have brought an
amendment to knock out our salary in-
crease. I would have added an amend-
ment that said we do not raise our sal-
ary increase to $141,000 a year until we
raise the minimum wage. I would like
to have had an up-or-down vote. All of
us would have been held accountable,
but that is not the way it was done.
The majority party apparently doesn’t
want to have any votes any longer on
any amendments whereby we will be
held accountable.

Instead, anytime a Member desires—
and I hope other Democrats will speak
on this—it is true, they can take unre-
lated issues in matters, put it into a
conference report, vote to raise our sal-
ary to $141,000 a year when we are not
willing to raise the minimum wage
from $5.15 to $6.15 over 2 years. They
are in the majority. They can put it
into an unrelated conference report,
bulldoze it over us, and pass this legis-
lation.

As a Senator from Minnesota, I am
not going to let it happen without
speaking about it. There will come a
time when they may not be in the ma-
jority and there will come a time when
they may find provisions that are put
into conference reports unrelated to
the scope of that conference report
antithetical to the values they believe
in, against what they think is right,
against a Member’s ability to represent
their State, and they won’t like it one
bit. But that is exactly what has hap-
pened today. It is not because of the
Presiding Officer right now, the Sen-
ator from Utah. But I believe this is
truly an egregious process.

Again, one more time—just to be
clear to those who are following this
debate—I want to be on record. As a
Senator from the State of Minnesota,
people did not elect me to vote for a
salary increase to $141,000 a year, peo-
ple did not elect me to be here not in
a position to bring out any amend-
ments on the floor of the Senate to rep-
resent their interests, and people cer-
tainly did not elect me to let others
put a salary increase—we now go up to
$141,000 a year—in a conference report
so we don’t have an up-or-down vote on
it without someone speaking out
against it.

I speak out against it. I am not show-
boating. I speak out against it not be-
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cause I don’t think Senators should
make a decent salary. First of all, what
bothers me the most is I don’t think we
have done much. I think this has been
a do-nothing Senate. I don’t think we
have done much on most of the crucial
issues that affect people’s lives. I am
not sure what we have done to earn
this increase.

Second, and I think even more impor-
tantly, I don’t know how in the world
we can justify raising our salary to
$141,000 a year when we are not even
willing to raise the minimum wage.
There are 10 million people in this
country who would directly benefit,
and many others who would indirectly
benefit, from the raise of the minimum
wage. There are 119,826 Minnesotans
who would benefit from a $1 increase in
the minimum wage over 2 years, and if
we don’t do that, the minimum wage
increase that we did pass has essen-
tially lost all of its value. It is not even
keeping up with inflation.

So colleagues understand, we hear a
lot about the booming economy. It is
true, but not all the new jobs that are
being created are living wage jobs. In
1998, 29 percent of all the workers were
in jobs paying poverty-level wages. In
some of the jobs where we have seen
the greatest growth—waiter staff,
cashiers, janitors, and retail sales peo-
ple—people earn less than half of what
is called a living wage.

A study released by the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors in 1998 showed that
nearly 4 out of 10 Americans visiting
soup kitchens for emergency food were
working; they were working poor peo-
ple.

I don’t think I want to go into the
statistics. We have so many people in
this country who could benefit. We
have people who work 52 weeks a year,
40 hours a week, and they are still not
out of poverty. The raise in the min-
imum wage would make a real dif-
ference, from $5.15 to $6.15 over a 2-year
period.

What are we doing instead? Instead,
we are raising our salary to $141,000 a
year. We are raising our salary through
the worst process, whereby rather than
risking someone bringing an amend-
ment out and having an up-or-down
vote, someone has put the Treasury-
Postal appropriations bill into the leg-
islative appropriations conference re-
port. Quite clearly, it was done in a
very deliberate way so we wouldn’t
have to have an up-or-down vote.

In conclusion, I object to this proc-
ess. I believe one of the worst things we
ever did was make it possible for the
majority party—and I promise the
Chair that when we are in the majority
I will take the same position—to basi-
cally waive the rule and insist meas-
ures that are put in conference com-
mittee be related to the subject mate-
rial, that we no longer have to deal
with the scope of the conference, the
worst thing we could have ever done in
violation of this constitutional process,
and certainly in violation of the very
notion of accountability.
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We have been down this road before.
I have come to the Chamber many
times and objected to this. This time I
believe even more strongly in it. I say
to my colleagues, if you want to raise
the salary, go ahead, but don’t do it in
this way. And don’t put one appropria-
tions bill that we should have been able
to vote on into an unrelated appropria-
tions bill conference report, and then
bring it to the floor where there is no
opportunity for amendments. I can’t
have an amendment that says we
shouldn’t raise our salary to $141,000,
but I will vote against this. And I am
sorry because the Presiding Officer and
other Senators have done good work
and in both these appropriations bills
there is funding for a lot of important
work.

I am going to vote no for two rea-
sons. A, I am on record objecting to the
way we are conducting our business. I
am on record in opposition to the way
the majority party is bulldozing over
the right of the minority to come to
the floor of the Senate with amend-
ments. Second, I am voting against
this appropriations bill because I think
it is an outrageous proposition that the
Senate should vote to raise our salaries
to $141,000 a year and we are not willing
to vote, to even have a debate much
less a vote, on raising the minimum
wage from $5.15 an hour to $6.15 an
hour over a 2-year period so people who
work hard all year-round and are still
poor, who don’t earn a decent living
and cannot take care of their children,
are not even given the opportunity to
be able to do better for themselves and
their children.

I think it is egregious. It is abso-
lutely egregious what has happened. I
am in opposition to it. I hope other
Senators will speak out in opposition
to the process and in opposition to the
Congress being so generous with our
own salary and oh so stingy when it
comes to looking out for the interests
of many hard-working, working poor
people in this country.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that 14 minutes of Senator DOR-
GAN’s time be yielded to Senator GRA-
HAM from Florida and that 6 minutes of
my time be yielded to Senator GRAHAM
of Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). The distinguished Senator from
Arizona is recognized.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank
the managers of this bill for their hard
work in putting forth this legislation
which provides federal funding for nu-
merous vital programs in the Treasury
Department and the General Govern-
ment. However, I am sad to say, once
again, I find myself in the unpleasant
position of speaking before my col-
leagues about unacceptable levels of
parochial projects in another appro-
priations Conference Report.

The amount of pork in this bill is a
tremendous burden which is patently
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unfair to the millions of hard-working
American taxpayers, who do not pos-
sess the resources to get a ‘‘pet
project’ placed in their backyard.

The list of projects which received
priority billing is quite long and the
dollar amounts are staggering. Never-
theless, I will highlight a few of the
egregious violations.

The conference report contains nu-
merous provisions for millions of dol-
lars to construct new courthouses in
specific locations such as Los Angeles,
CA, Richmond, VA, and Seattle, WA.
Again, why are these particular sites
so deserving of funding, that they re-
ceive specific earmarks to fund their
construction? Unfortunately, this
spending frenzy is not limited to court-
houses. Somebody in either the other
body or the Senate has concluded that
the SSA National Computer Center in
Woodlawn, MD deserves $4.3 million,
and the Richard Bolling Federal Build-
ing in Kansas City, MO deserves $26
million are so unique that they should
receive specific earmarks.

Furthermore, this conference report
irresponsibly expands the definition of
what constitutes emergency spending
to get around the spending caps. For
example, this report designates $9 mil-
lion in funding for repairs to the under-
ground garage in the Cannon House Of-
fice Building as emergency spending. I
do not think this is what the American
taxpayer would envision as a true
emergency.

This report also spends nearly $7 mil-
lion more for salaries and expenses for
the Treasury Department than was re-
quested by either the House or the Sen-
ate.

The list of spending excesses goes on.
This bill provides a staggering $14.8
million for communications infrastruc-
ture, including radios and related
equipment, associated with law en-
forcement responsibilities for the Salt
Lake Winter Olympics. This item is
but one example of the fiscal abuse sur-
rounding the staging of the Olympic
Games in Salt Lake.

This past year, Congressman DINGELL
and I requested the General Account-
ing Office to conduct an audit into Fed-
eral financial support for U.S. cities
hosting the Olympics. Specifically, we
asked the GAO to answer two ques-
tions: (1) the amount of federal funding
and support provided to the 1984 and
1996 Summer Olympics, and planned for
the 2002 Winter Olympics, and the
types of projects and activities that
were funded and supported, and; (2) the
Federal policies, legislative authoriza-
tions, and agency controls in place for
providing the Federal funds and sup-
port to the Olympic Games. What the
GAO discovered is that, ‘‘at least 24
Federal agencies reported providing or
planning to provide a combined total of
almost $2 billion, in 1999 dollars, for
Olympic-related projects and activities
for the 1984 and 1996 Summer Olympic
Games and the 2002 Winter Olympic
Games.”

I say to my friends, the number is
staggering, but what is more shocking,
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but not too surprising once an egre-
gious practice begins and goes un-
checked, is the way in which Federal
funds flowing to Olympic host cities
has accelerated. The GAO found that
the American taxpayers provided about
$75 million in funding for the 1984 Los
Angeles games, by 1996 the bill to the
taxpayers had escalated to $609 million,
and for the upcoming 2002 Winter
Olympics in Salt Lake City, that bill
to American taxpayers is estimated to
be $1.3 billion.

That is outrageous, Mr. President,
and it is a disgrace. It is a disgraceful
practice to put these pork-barrel
projects on this appropriations bill. I
say to the Senator from Utah who is on
the floor now, if another pork-barrel
project that is not authorized for the
Olympic games is put on any appro-
priations bill, I will filibuster the bill
until I fail to do so.

I wrote a letter to the Senator from
Utah on September 19, 1997. In it I said:

I am writing about the recent efforts to
add funds—

This is 1997—
to appropriations measures for the 2002 Win-
ter Olympics in Salt Lake City.

I went on to say:

I recognize that proper preparation for the
Olympics is vital. ... It seems to me,
though, the best course of action would be to
require the U.S. Olympic Committee, in co-
ordination with the Administration and Con-
gress, to prepare and submit a comprehen-
sive plan detailing, in particular, the funding
anticipated to be required from the tax-
payers. . . .

Please call me so that we can start work
immediately to establish some predictability
and rationality in the process of preparing
for Olympic events in our country.

That was 1997. In a rather surprising
breach of senatorial courtesy, the Sen-
ator from Utah never responded to that
letter, so I wrote him another letter a
year later asking for the same and
never got a response.

The GAO now determines that $1.3
billion—and some of those I will read:
$974,000 for the Utah State Olympic
Public Safety Command; $5 million for
the Utah Communications Agency Net-
work; $3 million to Olympic Regional
Development Authority, upgrades at
Mt. Van Hoevenberg Sports Complex;
$2.5 million, Salt Lake City Olympics
bus facilities; $2.5 million, Salt Lake
City Olympics regional park-and-ride
lots; $5600,000, Salt Lake City Olympics
transit bus loan, and on and on; $925,000
to allow the Utah State Olympic Pub-
lic Safety Command to continue to de-
velop and support a public safety pro-
gram for the 2002 Winter Olympics; $1
million for the 2002 Winter Olympics
security training; $2.2 million for the
Charleston Water Conservancy Dis-
trict, UT, to meet sewer infrastructure
needs associated with the 2002 Winter
Olympic Games.

What the Olympic games supposedly
hosted and funded by Salt Lake City,
which began in corruption and bribery,
has now turned into is an incredible
pork-barrel project for Salt Lake City
and its environs.
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Not surprisingly, the GAO found that
there was no effective mechanism in
place for tracking Federal funding and
support to host cities, one thing I tried
to do in the letter to the Senator from
Utah in 1997. The GAO stated that ‘‘in
some cases it was difficult to deter-
mine the amount of federal funding and
support because federal agencies gen-
erally did not track or report their
funding and support for the Olympic
Games.” Congress, in some cases, au-
thorized $690 million of the estimated
$2 billion, with some $1.3 billion being
approved by Federal agencies. However
egregious it might be for Congress to
approve $690 million in taxpayers
funds—most of which was done through
objectionable legislative pork bar-
reling—it is astounding that federal
bureaucrats, with absolutely no ac-
countability, have ponied up $1.3 bil-
lion as a regular course of business.

The Ted Stevens Olympic and Ama-
teur Sports Act, named after my good
friend and colleague from Alaska, sets
out the process by which the United
States Olympic Committee operates,
and how the USOC goes about selecting
a U.S. bid city. Embodied in this act is
a uniquely American tenet establishing
that the United States Olympic move-
ment, including the bid, and host city
process, is an entirely independent, pri-
vate sector entity. However, as this re-
port points out, the American taxpayer
has now become, by far, the largest sin-
gle underwriter of the costs of hosting
the Olympics. Mind you, this is not
about private, voluntary giving to the
Olympic movement. Nor is it about
corporate sponsorships. This is about a
cocktail of fiscal irresponsibility, made
of congressional pork barreling, and
unaccountable Federal bureaucrats.

As I outlined earlier, taxpayer fund-
ing of the Olympics has increased dra-
matically in recent years, as has the
purpose of the funding. In the 1984
Summer Olympics in Los Angeles, $75
million in Federal support—$75 million
versus $1.3 billion for the Salt Lake
City Olympics—was provided. Most no-
table about this figure, aside from how
low it is relative to Atlanta and Salt
Lake, is what the money was used for.
Of the $75 million in Los Angeles, $68
million, or 91 percent, was used to help
provide safety and security services
during the planned staging of the
games. Only $7 million was for non-
security-related services. Providing
safety and security support is a proper
role for the Federal Government. No
one would dispute that the Federal
Government should provide whatever
support necessary to ensure that the
Games are safe for everyone. However,
the American taxpayer should not be
burdened with building up the basic in-
frastructure necessary to a city to be
able to pull off hosting the Olympic
Games.

Clearly, by the time we got to At-
lanta, such was not the case.

Other classic examples include
$331,000 to purchase flowers, shrubs and
grass for venues and parks around At-
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lanta, $3.5 million to do things like in-
stalling of solar electrical systems at
the Olympic swimming pool.

As astounding as the Atlanta num-
bers are, they absolutely pale in com-
parison to Salt Lake City. Almost $1.3
billion of Federal funding and support
is planned or has already been provided
to the city of Salt Lake. And $645 mil-
lion—>51 percent—is for construction of
roads and highways; $353 million—28
percent—is for mass transit projects;
approximately $107 million for mis-
cellaneous other activities, such as
building temporary parking lots and
bus rentals; and $161 million on safety
and security.

As of April 2000, the Federal Govern-
ment planned to spend some $77 million
to provide spectator transportation
and venue enhancements for the Salt
Lake games. This includes $47 million
in congressionally approved taxpayer
funding for transportation systems.
Among other things, Salt Lake offi-
cials plan to ask the Federal Govern-
ment for $91 million to pay for things
such as transporting borrowed buses to
and from Salt Lake, additional bus
drivers, bus maintenance, and con-
struction and operation of park-and-
ride lots.

However, as outlined, most of the
money taken from taxpayers to pay
the bill for the Salt Lake games is
going to develop, build, and complete
major highway and transit improve-
ment projects, ‘‘especially those crit-
ical to the success of the Olympic
games.”’” This last phrase is vital to un-
derstanding the fleece game being
played by cities such as Salt Lake
City.

It works this way. A city decides
they want to host an Olympics to gen-
erate tourism and put their hometown
on the map. In order to successfully
manage an Olympics, community lead-
ers know they will have to meet cer-
tain infrastructure demands. They de-
velop their plans, and then, of course,
the pork barreling starts.

The GAO makes several rec-
ommendations for congressional con-
sideration, including a potential Fed-
eral role in the selection of a bid city,
a tracking system for funds appro-
priated, and more direct oversight.
Among other things, the GAO also rec-
ommends a larger role for OMB in exer-
cising oversight regarding agency ac-
tivities.

However, I believe there are two fun-
damental reforms that should take
place. The first is budget reform. Ap-
propriations for Olympic activities
should occur through the regular budg-
et process, subject to the sunshine of
public scrutiny and debate within Con-
gress. Second, the USOC should not
consider the bids of cities that do not
have in place the basic capacity to host
the Olympic games.

What has happened here is what hap-
pens in Congress. We start out with a
little pork barreling; it gets bigger and
bigger and bigger. We saw that re-
cently on the Defense appropriations
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bill—$4 million on the Defense appro-

priations bill to protect the desert tor-

toise.

I want to repeat, I will filibuster and
do everything in my power to delay
any more appropriations bills that
have this pork-barrel spending for Salt
Lake City. There is a process. There is
a process of authorization for these
projects. They are conducted by the au-
thorizing committees. Some of them
may be worthwhile and necessary.
Some of them may deserve to be au-
thorized. Instead, they are stuck into
an appropriations bill without scrutiny
or without anyone looking at them.

I do not understand how we Repub-
licans call ourselves conservatives and
then treat the taxpayers’ dollars in
this fashion. This is terribly objection-
able. It is up to $1.3 billion. We still
have another year, at least, to go. This
has to stop.

I am glad we got the GAO study. It is
a classic example of what happens with
pork-barrel spending in this body. It di-
rectly contributes to the cynicism and
alienation of the American voter.
These are my taxpayers’ dollars, Mr.
President, as well as the citizens’ tax
dollars of Utah. I have an obligation to
my constituents in the State of Ari-
zona who pay their taxes that their tax
dollars should not be spent on this
pork-barrel spending.

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that a list of objection-
able provisions for the legislative
branch conference report be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

OBJECTIONAL PROVISIONS FOR THE LEGISLA-
TIVE BRANCH CONFERENCE REPORT 106-796
(INCLUDES TREASURY/POSTAL)

ITEMS IDENTIFIED in Report 106-796
EARMARKS
Title I—Department of the Treasury
$47,287,000 for development and acquisition
of automatic data processing equipment,
software, and services for the Department of
the Treasury.

$31,000,000 for the repair, alteration, and
improvement of the Treasury Building and
Annex.

$29,205,000, for expansion of the Federal
Law Enforcement Training Center.

Title II—Other Agencies
Library of Congress

$4,300,000 for a high speed data trans-
mission between the Library of Congress and
educational facilities, libraries, or networks
serving western North Carolina.

Russian Leadership Program—=$10,000,000.

Hands Across America—$5,957,800.

Arrearage reduction—$500,000.

Mass deacidification—$1,216,000.

National Film  Preservation Board—
$250,000.
Digitization pilot with West Point—
$404,000.

Botanic Garden
Wayfinding signage—$25,000.
Architect of the Capitol

Replace HVAC variable speed drive
motor—3$90,000.

Room and partition modifications—
$165,000.
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Replace partition supports—$200,000.
Lightning protection, Madison building—
$190,000.

Title IV—Emergency Fiscal Year 2000
Supplemental Appropriations
Architect of the Capitol

$9,000,000 for urgent repairs to the under-
ground garage in the Cannon House Office
Building.
Title I—Congressional Operations
Replacement of Minton title—$100,000.
Title IV—Independent Agencies
$472,176,000 for construction projects at the
following locations:
California, Los Angeles, U.S. Courthouse;
District of Columbia, Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco and Firearms Headquarters;
Florida, Saint Petersburg, Combined Law
Enforcement Facility;
Maryland, Montgomery County, Food and
Drug Administration Consolidation;
Michigan, Sault St. Marie, Border Station;

Mississippi, Biloxi-Gulfport, U.S. Court-
house;
Montana, Eureka/Roosville, Border Sta-
tion;

Virginia, Richmond, U.S. Courthouse;
Washington, Seattle, U.S. Courthouse.
Repairs and alterations:

Arizona: Phoenix, Federal Building Court-
house, $26,962,000.

California: Santa Ana, Federal Building,
$27,864,000.

District of Columbia: Internal Revenue
Service Headquarters (Phase 1), $31,780,000,
Main State Building (Phase 3), $28,775,000.

Maryland: Woodlawn, SSA National Com-
puter Center, $4,285,000.

Michigan: Detroit, McNamara Federal
Building, $26,999,000.
Missouri: Kansas City, Richard Bolling

Federal Building, $25,882,000; Kansas City,
Federal Building, 8930 Ward Parkway,
$8,964,000.

Nebraska: Omaha, Zorinsky Federal Build-
ing, $45,960,000.

New York: New York City,
Square, $5,037,000.

Ohio: Cincinnati, Potter Stewart U.S.
Courthouse, $18,434,000.

Pennsylvania: Pittsburgh, U.S. Post Office-
Courthouse, $54,144,000.

Utah: Salt Lake City,
Building, $21,199,000.

Virginia: Reston, J.W. Powell
Building (Phase 2), $22,993,000.

Nationwide: Design Program, $21,915,000;
Energy Program, $5,000,000; Glass Fragment
Retention Program, $5,000,000.

$276,400,000 for the following construction
projects:

District of Columbia,
Annex;

Florida, Miami, U.S. Courthouse;

Massachusetts, Springfield, U.S. Court-
house;

New York, Buffalo, U.S. Courthouse.

DIRECTIVE LANGUAGE
Title III—General Provisions

Standard buy-American provisions
throughout the conference report.

Title II—Other Agencies

Language directing the General Account-
ing Office to undertake a study of the effects
on air pollution caused by all polluting
sources, including automobiles and the elec-
tric power generation emissions of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority on the Great Smoky
Mountains National Park, the Blue Ridge
Parkway and the Pisgah, Nantahla, and
Cherokee National Forests. This study will
also include the amount of carbon emissions
avoided by the use of non-emitting elec-
tricity sources such as nuclear power within
the same region. The GAO shall report to the

40 Foley

Bennett Federal
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Committees on Appropriations no later than
January 31, 2001.
Title I11

Language directing that there be no reor-
ganization of the field operations of the
United States Customs Service Office of
Field Operations which may result in a re-
duction in service to the area served by the
Port of Racine, Wisconsin.

Up to $2,500,000 for the purchase of land and
the construction of a road in Luna County,
New Mexico.

$95,150,000 for the repair, alteration, and
improvement of archives facilities, and to
provide adequate storage for holdings,
$88,000,000 is to complete renovation of the
National Archives Building.

TITLE—DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
$14,779,000 for communications infrastruc-
ture for the Salt Lake City Winter Olympics;
$2,000,000 for Critical Infrastructure Pro-
tection; and

$3,500,000 for Public Key Infrastructure.

Additionally, the conferees include $500,000
for Customs’ ongoing research on trade of
agricultural commodities and products at a
Northern Plains university with an agricul-
tural economics program and support the use
of $2,500,000 for the acquisition of Passive
Radar Detection Technology.

The conferees therefore direct the Treas-
ury Department and Customs to complete
this model and to report to the Committees
on Appropriations not later than November
1, 2000 on its implementation. In relation to
this, the conferees urge the Customs Service
to give full consideration to the needs of the
following areas for increases or improve-
ments in Customs services: Fargo, North Da-
kota; Highgate Springs, Vermont; Charles-
ton, South Carolina; Charleston, West Vir-
ginia; Honolulu, Hawaii; Great Falls,
Sweetgrass-Coutts, and Missoula, Montana;
Tri-Cities Regional Airport, Tennessee; Dul-
les International Airport; Louisville Inter-
national Airport; Miami International Air-
port; Pittsburg, New Hampshire; San Anto-
nio, Texas; and multiple port areas in Ari-
zona, New Mexico, and Florida

Title III—Executive Office of the President and
Funds Appropriated to the President

As ONDCP reviews candidates for new
HIDTA funding, the conferees direct it to
consider the following: Las Vegas, NV; Ar-
kansas; Minnesota; North Carolina; and
Northern Florida, which have requested des-
ignation; Mexico, South Texas, West Texas,
and Arizona, New England, Gulf Coast, Or-
egon, Northwest (including southwest and
eastern Washington), and Chicago HIDTAs;
and full minimum funding for new HIDTAs
in Central Valley, California, Hawaii, and
Ohio.

$3,300,000 for anti-doping efforts of the
United States Olympic Committee.

Title IV—Independent Agencies
$3,500,000 for the design and site acquisi-
tion of a combined law enforcement facility
in Saint Petersburg, Florida.

$700,000 for the design of a 10,000-square-
foot extension to the Gerald R. Ford Mu-
seum.

GRAND TOTAL: OVER $1.4 BILLION.

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

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, am I
correct that I have 20 minutes reserved
at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

The distinguished Senator from Flor-
ida is recognized.
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Mr. BENNETT. Will the Senator
yield for an inquiry?

Mr. President, may I ask how much
time I have left under my control?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Utah has 45
minutes.

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Chair. I
will use time when the Senator from
Florida has finished.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the courtesy of the Senator al-
lowing me to speak on another matter
during the debate on the legislative
branch conference report.

(The remarks of Mr. GRAHAM are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Morn-
ing Business.”’”)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I lis-
tened with interest when the Senator
from Arizona spoke about the GAO re-
port with respect to the Olympics. I be-
lieve the Senator from Arizona has
made a significant contribution and is
attempting to move the Congress in a
direction in which we should go with
respect to the Olympic games. I think
he has raised appropriate concerns. I
can be specific about some of them. I
will not attempt to be specific about
them all because they are quite
lengthy.

For example, the $14.8 million for
communications infrastructure to
which he objects in the Department of
the Treasury portion of the conference
report before us was inserted there at
the request of the Secret Service,
which told the Appropriations Com-
mittee that was the amount they re-
quired. This was not something that
was asked for by the Salt Lake orga-
nizing committee or the Senator from
Utah specifically. It came from the De-
partment of the Treasury.

That is true of some of the other
items. But rather than getting bogged
down in a debate over the appropriate-
ness of this amount or that amount,
every one of which has had that debate
in one form or another in the process of
getting to the conference report, I
want to address the issue of the GAO
report and the comments that the Sen-
ator from Arizona made about it.

He said, very accurately, that the
Federal role with respect to the Olym-
pic games has increased dramatically
from the $75 million that was appro-
priated in 1984 for the Olympics in Los
Angeles to the amount that has now
been appropriated and is going to be
appropriated for the Olympics in Salt
Lake City, showing the step-up from
Los Angeles to Atlanta to Salt Lake
City.

Inasmuch as Washington, DC, has an-
nounced its intention to bid on the
Olympic games in either 2008 or 2012, I
think now is an appropriate time, as
the Senator from Arizona has sug-
gested, to talk about the role of the
Federal Government with respect to
the Olympic games.
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The GAO report makes this comment
with which I am sure the Senator from
Arizona would agree and with which I
agree. I think it is a very appropriate
comment. It says:

Despite the lack of a specifically author-
ized Government-wide role in the Olympic
games, the Federal Government has, in ef-
fect, become a significant supporter of the
Games when hosted in the United States. Ac-
cordingly, Congress may want to consider
enacting legislation to establish a formal
role for the Federal Government and a Gov-
ernment-wide policy regarding Federal fund-
ing and support for the Olympic Games when
hosted in the United States.

I think that is a very sound rec-
ommendation on the part of GAO. It
resonates with the concerns raised by
the Senator from Arizona.

I lived in Los Angeles in 1984 and
watched the Olympic games from the
standpoint of a resident. Let me add a
little history to the history that has
been referred to on the floor this after-
noon.

In 1984, as I recall—I could be wrong,
but my memory tells me—Los Angeles
was the only city bidding for the Olym-
pic games. The games were seen as an
economic disaster for any city unfortu-
nate enough to end up as the host.
There were examples all over the world
of cities that had hosted the Olympic
games and ended up with huge deficits
which took them years and years to
pay off. Nobody wanted the Olympic
games. Los Angeles got the Olympic
games almost by default. They hired an
extraordinary individual named Peter
Ueberroth to serve as the manager of
that event, and Peter Ueberroth did
something that was both very good
and, in retrospect, maybe not so good
for the Olympic movement. He brought
in for the first time on a serious basis
big money sponsors.

I remember reading in the Los Ange-
les Times after the Olympic games
were over that there was a surplus in
the Olympic account of $30 million that
would be turned over to the city of Los
Angeles. There were further newspaper
stories that said: No, the surplus is $60
million. No, we have looked through
the books, the surplus is $100 million. I
don’t remember now what it ended up
being. But it was, for the time, a com-
paratively staggering amount of
money. There were jokes made in Los
Angeles about the fact that everything
was available as the official filled in
the blanks.

I remember going with my family to
watch the women’s marathon. It was
the only event we attended in the Los
Angeles 1984 Olympic games because it
was the only one that was free. We
couldn’t afford to buy the tickets at
that time. As the father of six children,
I think other people can understand
that particular problem. We stood
there on the sidelines and watched the
Olympic runners come down. We
cheered for the Americans. We were ex-
cited. Then after it was over, in the
spirit of the time, one of the officials of
the games turned to us and said, Do
you want an official Olympic sponge?
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They had handed sponges filled with
water to the runners as they went by,
and the runners cast them off.

Everything was an ‘‘official Olym-
pic”’ this or that and had a price tag at-
tached to it. I remember Kodak was
very concerned because Peter
Ueberroth put the official Olympic film
up for bid and Kodak said: You can’t
possibly have an official Olympic film
that isn’t an American film. Ueberroth
said: Make your bid. Fuji Film outbid
Kodak. We had over the Olympics in
Los Angeles a large green blimp with
“Fuji Film” on it. Fuji Film was the
official Olympic film for the 1984 Los
Angeles Olympics.

As I say, the number came out to be
ultimately something close to $100 mil-
lion. It transformed the Olympic move-
ment. From that moment forward, ev-
erybody wanted to be the host city for
the Olympic games. And everybody as-
sumed that if they could somehow get
that plum for their city, they would re-
ceive a very substantial economic pay-
off. But once you start down that road
psychologically, a number of inter-
esting things happen. And an inter-
esting thing happened to the Olympic
movement.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator be good enough to yield for
a moment for a question?

Mr. BENNETT. Yes.

Mr. KENNEDY. I note that we are
going to hear from former Vice Presi-
dent Quayle at 6 p.m., and Senator
STEVENS wanted to address the Senate.
Just as a point of information, I wel-
come the chance to be able to address
the Senate tomorrow. If the Senator is
going to continue for a while, if he
could let us know, because I wanted to
have the opportunity to hear from Mr.
Quayle and also to accommodate Sen-
ator STEVENS. The Senator is address-
ing a very important matter that is
relevant to the remarks of the Senator
from Arizona. Could he give us any in-
dication?

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator
from Massachusetts for his inquiry.
Since I have no prepared remarks, I am
responding directly to the remarks of
the Senator from Arizona. I can’t put
an exact timeframe on it. I will try to
restrain my enthusiasm for the sound
of my own voice and finish in maybe 15
or 20 minutes—something in that time-
frame. I will do my best to do it faster.
I understand the Senator from Alaska
no longer requires any time. So the
Senator from Massachusetts could
speak right up to the time we go into
the session with the former Vice Presi-
dent.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, if I
may go back, the reaction out of Los
Angeles caused the leaders of the
Olympic movement to also get dollar
signs in their eyes, and the Olympics
began to expand. The assumption was,
if the costs go up at the International
Olympic Committee or the costs go up
at the U.S. Olympic Committee, no
problem; we will just sell a few more
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sponsorships and be able to pay for it
without any difficulty.

So one started chasing the other, and
the number of sponsorships sold kept
going higher and the costs kept going
higher.

One aspect of the cost going up has
been the addition of new sports. Inter-
estingly enough, the number of sports
that will participate in the Salt Lake
City Olympics in 2002 is significantly
higher than the number that partici-
pated at Lillehammer in, I believe,
1994. In just that short period of time,
the cost of putting on the Olympics has
been expanded by a significant percent-
age—I do not have the number cur-
rently available—by adding additional
sports. The organizers of the Salt Lake
Olympic Committee have told me that
even though their budget is very close
to the budget at Lillehammer, their
costs are substantially higher because
of the additional sports that have been
added.

Somewhere along the line, someone
lost track of what happens to all of
this. Again, the head of the Salt Lake
organizing committee, Mit Romney,
has told me that the budget he was
handed from the U.S. Olympic Com-
mittee implied more sponsorships for
the winter Olympics than Atlanta had
for the summer Olympics in 1996. He
has to go out and sell those sponsor-
ships now because the budget has built
into the assumption that money will be
there. He is still approximately $40 mil-
lion or $50 million shy of being able to
cover his budget even though he has
outsold the sponsorships that went into
Atlanta. He has more sponsorship
money coming from Atlanta for the
winter games, which are less popular
than the summer games, and he is still
money short.

That is what has happened as every-
body, reacting to what happened in Los
Angeles in 1984, has assumed that the
Olympics are a pot of gold. They are
clearly not a pot of gold. And we are
getting to the point where we may be
back to the Los Angeles games when
no city wanted to host it because they
would end up with a major deficit.

I said to Mit Romney: Will we have a
deficit in Salt Lake? He said: No, we
will not have a deficit because, if abso-
lutely necessary, we will cut back to
whatever amount of money we have.

We don’t want to have America host
Olympics that seem to be second class
by comparison to the rest of the world.
But financially we have no choice if we
can’t close that gap.

I believe Mit Romney will be able to
close that gap. I believe he will be able
to bring it down so that we will have
an exact meeting of expenses and reve-
nues.

But in this whole picture comes the
question that has been raised by the
Senator from Arizona: What is the role
of the Federal Government? Increas-
ingly, the Federal Government plays
an important role in the Olympics be-
cause, increasingly, as the Olympics
get bigger and bigger, with more and
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more nations, more and more athletes,
and more and more opportunities for
international terrorism, they become a
bigger and bigger problem for the Fed-
eral Government.

I think the whole question raised by
the Senator from Arizona and by the
GAO report as to the formalization of
the Federal role is a very legitimate
question. I think the proposal in the
GAO report that was endorsed by the
Senator from Arizona that there be a
formal involvement from OMB and a
formal process within the Congress to
track these appropriations is a right
and proper proposal. We probably
should have done it after the Atlanta
Olympics when we had the first indica-
tion that this was what was going to
happen. We didn’t.

I am perfectly willing to join with
the Senator from Arizona to craft a
way to do this once the Salt Lake City
Olympics are over. If Washington, DC,
or some other American city gets the
Olympics at some point in the future,
this process will be in place. I think it
is the responsible thing to do. I applaud
the Senator from Arizona in helping
move in that direction.

I point out, as the GAO report says,
with respect to the $2 billion figure
used by the Senator from Arizona:

According to Federal officials, most of
these funds would have been awarded to
these cities or States even if they had not
hosted the Olympic games although the
funds could have been provided later if the
games were not held.

Let me talk specifically about the
two largest items in that $2 billion fig-
ure that relate to Salt Lake City: the
mass transit in downtown Salt Lake
City and the renovation of I-15, the
interstate highway that runs through
Salt Lake City. Both projects were
properly authorized, properly funded,
under established congressional proce-
dures with respect to transportation
activities. I-15 was 10 years beyond its
designed life when renovation con-
struction began. The project was out-
lined for 9 years under standard con-
struction procedures.

The State of Utah, working with the
Federal Highway Administration, came
up with a method of doing it which is
called design/build; that is, you design
it while you are building it. Instead of
designing it all first and then building
it, you do it simultaneously. In the
process, they cut the time from 9 years
to 4%. They also cut the cost by close
to $1 billion.

Yes, it will be done in time for the
Olympics. Yes, it will enhance the
Olympics. And GAO has included its
total in its calculation of the cost of
the Olympics. But it had to be done. It
was a logical expense of the highway
trust fund. It was funded in the normal
fashion through the highway trust
fund, and because of the pressure the
Olympics put on it in terms of time, we
now have a pilot project with design/
build that is coming in ahead of sched-
ule and under budget. We are saving
taxpayers money by virtue of the pres-
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sure that the Olympics put on this
highway project.

There is absolutely no question that
the money would have been spent even
if the Olympics had not come to Salt
Lake City. It may not have been spent
as wisely or as prudently as it is being
spent if we had not had the pressure of
the Olympics.

The second issue is the mass transit
system in Salt Lake City. The mass
transit system in Salt Lake City,
again, stood in queue with all of the
other mass transit systems that were
being reviewed by the Department of
Transportation. It was approved in the
Clinton administration as an appro-
priate transit program for a metropoli-
tan area experiencing tremendous
growth and congestion. It is inter-
esting to me to note that the current
construction of mass transit in Salt
Lake City is going forward even though
there was no assurance that it would be
completed in time for the Olympic
games. In other words, the Department
of Transportation approved the full
funding grant agreement for that spur
of the mass transit system with the
full knowledge that it might not be
available for the Olympics.

Now, the contractors who were build-
ing it insisted it would be available for
the Olympics. It certainly will help the
Olympics. But it was not approved as
an Olympic project. It was not exam-
ined as an Olympics project. It was not
evaluated by the Department of Trans-
portation as an Olympics project. Its
cost, however, is included in the GAO
study as an Olympics project because it
occurred in the period where things
were being spent in Utah.

I make a footnote with respect to I-
15, the interstate highway. It is being
funded largely by State funds. The Fed-
eral dollars only became available
after TEA-21 passed in 1998 and the
State decided we couldn’t wait. Had we
not had the Olympics and waited for
full Federal participation in this por-
tion of the interstate, the State of
Utah would be paying less than it is
now. So the State of Utah has put up a
substantial sum of money by virtue of
this for this infrastructure. We do not
complain because we will have the ben-
efit of that infrastructure after the
games are over. However, I want to
make it clear to any who are keeping
score that if you take the $2 billion fig-
ure to which the Senator from Arizona
referred that is part of the GAO report
and break it down, you come up with a
much smaller figure for the Federal
participation in the Olympics games
that has nothing to do with anything
else; that is, you have a much smaller
figure for Federal expenditures that
are solely Olympics expenditures than
anything like the $2 billion.

Now, back to the earlier point, that
we must address the question of the
Federal role. Let us look what the
Olympics do to any country that gets
them in today’s world. My wife and I
went to Nagano, Japan, to see the
Olympics put on in Japan. We read the
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Japanese newspapers. We didn’t come
up with a firm figure, but the Japanese
newspapers speculated that the total
amount that Japan as a country spent
in order to put on the Olympics—the
lowest figure I read was $13 billion; the
highest figure I read was $18 billion,
given the kind of accounting sleight of
hand that accompanied the Japanese
Olympics. I think the higher figure
may very well be the accurate one.
Even if we take the lower figure, Japan
decided they could not put on an Olym-
pics worthy of world attention without
making such infrastructure improve-
ments as to spend ultimately $13 bil-
lion. I participated in the benefits of
that. I rode the bullet train from down-
town Tokyo to Nagano where the
Olympics were held. They decided they
couldn’t put on the Olympics without
putting in a bullet train.

We, in the United States, view the
Olympics as basically a sporting event.
The rest of the world views the Olym-
pics very differently, and once a city in
a country in the rest of the world is
awarded the Olympics, the entire na-
tional government of that country be-
comes engaged. We need to think this
one through as a nation. If we ever
want to hold the Olympic games in the
United States again and have the
games be presented to the world on
anything like the level that the world
has come to expect for the Olympics,
we are going to have to face the fact
that the Federal Government must be
involved in a formal kind of way.

The GAO comments about this just
growing upon us are correct and a for-
mal examination of the American Fed-
eral Government participation in the
Olympics is overdue. The fact is, now
no city in this country can bid for, ac-
cept, and put on the Olympic games
without significant, maybe even in the
view of the Senator from Arizona, mas-
sive Federal support. The Clinton ad-
ministration has recognized that. I
have been a long critic of the Clinton
administration in a number of areas,
but in this area I must say that the
Clinton administration has stepped up
to the plate and supported absolutely
everything that has to be done to see
that the Olympics are put on in an ap-
propriate way.

I salute the people in the OMB with
whom we have worked, the people in
the White House staff with whom we
have worked in a collaborative way to
bring this all together to see that we
will have a responsible Olympic games.

The Olympic games in Salt Lake City
in 2002 are going to be fabulous. We
have the best mountains, the best
snow, the best facilities. It is going to
be a fabulous experience for the entire
world, and all Americans are going to
be very proud of the job that the Salt
Lake Olympic Organizing Committee
will do in putting that on. But the Salt
Lake organizing committee could not
do it without the kind of support that
has been provided by all of the Federal
agencies who have been called upon in
the various appropriations bills that
have gone through.
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As we look to the future and antici-
pate the possibility that at some point
some other American city will either
gain the summer games, as Atlanta
did, or the winter games, as Salt Lake
City did, we should put in place the
recommendations of the GAO and rec-
ognize right up front that it is a na-
tional effort, it is a Federal responsi-
bility, as well as a city responsibility,
and perform as every other country in
the world performs with respect to this
particular opportunity.

If we decide as a Congress that we do
not want Federal participation in the
Olympic games, make that decision
clear, then no American city will ever
host the Olympic games again because
no American city can ever afford the
kinds of things that are required.

I thank the Senator from Arizona for
raising this issue, for bringing us to an
understanding of the importance of the
recommendations that the GAO has
made, and for giving me the oppor-
tunity to give these specifics about the
$2 billion figure. The Federal Govern-
ment, in fact, will spend far less than
that figure, far less than $1 billion, far
less than however many hundreds of
millions of dollars. I do not know the
number. I do not know anybody who
does. I will try to find it out and bring
it to the floor at some point. It will be
less than any other federal government
has spent to bring the Olympics to
their host country, but it demonstrates
to us that we have to have the kind of
planning and coordination for which
the Senator from Arizona calls.

I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts for his indulgence. I ask how
much time I have remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Utah has 18
minutes remaining.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I have
nothing further to say. I probably
should not have said as much as I did.
If there is no Senator seeking recogni-
tion, I suggest the absence of a quorum
and request that it be charged to both
sides equally.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BENNETT. 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. BENNETT. Mr. President, I have
had brought to my attention since I
finished my extemporaneous remarks
some information about the funding of
the Olympics that I would like to now
share and put into the RECORD.

This is a draft statement that was
prepared for Mit Romney. I do not
want to put these words in his mouth
until he has had an opportunity to re-
view it. It has come from his staff. I be-
lieve it is accurate. I will share some of
this information with you.

First, Federal spending for activities
directly associated with the games is
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entirely appropriate when it is within
traditional areas of public responsi-
bility. Example: Two-thirds of the
costs are for public safety activities,
such as providing counterterrorism
support. Other areas where the Govern-
ment is involved include visas, cus-
toms, transportation to the public, and
weather information infrastructure—
all traditional governmental respon-
sibilities.

The statement says the Olympic
games are essentially a mission of
peace entirely consistent with the ob-
jectives of our country and recognizing
that the Government spends billions of
dollars to maintain wartime capa-
bility, it is entirely appropriate to in-
vest several hundred million to pro-
mote peace. That is an editorial com-
ment.

With respect to the funding and the
GAO report, there are two types of un-
related spending combined under the
term ‘‘Federal funding.” First is spend-
ing actually required to host an Olym-
pic games; and, second, spending on
projects the Government would have
funded whether or not the Olympics
occur. I have already talked at great
length about the second aspect—fund-
ing that would have been spent regard-
less of whether or not the Olympics
have occurred.

Direct Olympics spending; that is,
spending that occurs solely because of
the Olympics, as accounted in GAQO’s
report, is about $254 million, not the
$1.3 billion that was in the headlines. I
repeat that: About $254 million is the
direct spending, and it goes for the
items that are referred to up above—
visas, customs, transportation, weath-
er information and, of course, security
and counterterrorism, as indicated by
the $14.8 million to which the Senator
from Arizona referred that was re-
quested by the Secret Service.

I add one other comment to this. The
Senator from Arizona talked about fu-
ture appropriations. We are pretty
much over the hump with this year’s
appropriations. We cannot spend
money in fiscal 2002 for Olympic games
that are going to be held in February
of 2002. So the 2001 fiscal year budget,
which we are involved in here, is the
big-ticket item.

Once we are past this budget cycle,
there will be some additional funds in
the next year, but they will be much
smaller than the funds that are in-
cluded this year. I say to my col-
leagues, I know of no funds in the 2001
bills that are yet to come before us
that have not, in fact, been authorized
in the appropriate procedure to which
the Senator from Arizona referred.

So, Mr. President, I speculated as to
what the number was in my extempo-
raneous remarks. I have now had the
number given to me. The actual num-
ber of Olympics-only Federal spending
is in the neighborhood of $250, $254 mil-
lion. I make that additional correction
to the RECORD.
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EXPANSION OF CHICAGO HIGH-DENSITY DRUG
TRAFFICKING AREA

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I
would like to take this opportunity to
engage the Chairman of the Treasury
and General Government Appropria-
tions Subcommittee in a brief col-
loquy.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes.

Mr. FITZGERALD. My state has an
emerging methamphetamine problem,
which is an unmet need of the High In-
tensity Drug Trafficking Areas pro-
gram. To tackle this problem success-
fully, Congress should provide funding
in fiscal year 2001 to implement the ex-
pansion of the Chicago High Intensity
Drug Trafficking Area to the Southern
and Central Districts of Illinois.

Over the last three years, seizures of
methamphetamine laboratories in Illi-
nois have increased by 925 percent. In
1999 alone, 246 methamphetamine lab-
oratories were seized in Illinois (more
than all previous years combined), and
methamphetamine-related crime in the
state is at an all-time high, according
to the Illinois State Police. If this
trend continues, Illinois can expect to
see an exponential growth of meth-
amphetamine activities in the next two
or three years, similar to what has oc-
curred in Kansas, Missouri, Arkansas,
and Iowa.

I recognize that the final version of
the Treasury and General government
Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2001
includes an additional $14,500,000 to ex-
pand existing HIDTAs or fund newly
designated HIDTAs. I would like to ask
the Chairman a question: is it your ex-
pectation that a portion of these funds
will be used to implement the expan-
sion of the Chicago HIDTA to the
Southern and Central Districts of Illi-
nois?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes, that is my ex-
pectation.

NATIONAL DRUG-FREE WORKPLACE ALLIANCE

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask that I
be allowed to enter into a colloquy
with the distinguished Chairman of the
Treasury and General Government
Subcommittee, Senator CAMPBELL, re-
garding the importance of the National
Drug-Free Workplace Alliance.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I understand the
Senator’s interest in this area.

Mr. KYL. I would like to take a few
minutes to describe the importance of
the National Drug-Free Workplace Al-
liance. The goal of the Alliance is to
promote and assist the establishment
of drug-free workplace programs and
provide comprehensive drug-free work-
place services to American businesses.
As you know, drug abuse is prevalent
in the American workplace. One in 12
employees uses illegal drugs. Equally
troubling is that drug and alcohol
abusers file about 5 times as many
workers compensation claims as non-
abusers, and 47 percent of all industrial
accidents in the United States are re-
lated to drugs and/or alcohol. The Alli-
ance will not only serve as a valuable
resource to businesses, but also to the
many organizations across the country
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devoted to drug free workplaces. Two
such organizations in my state, Arizo-
nans for a Drug-Free Workplace and
Drugs Don’t Work, would greatly ben-
efit from working with the Alliance.

Mr. CAMPBELL. The Subcommittee
is increasingly aware of the problems
that drugs pose in the workplace. Help-
ing businesses to address such a prob-
lem will greatly benefit our commu-
nities and children. I look forward to
working with my colleague to address
your concerns.

Mr. KYL. Once again I would like to
thank the distinguished Chairman.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise
to oppose this conference report on the
legislative branch appropriations bill.
The reasons for my opposition have
much to do with the process by which
this conference report has come to us.
As I said in my statement this May
during debate on the motion to proceed
to the foreign operations appropria-
tions bill, the character of the Senate
has been changing. This conference re-
port is yet another example of that
change. And the change has not been
for the better.

The Senate sent to conference a $2v%
billion legislative branch appropria-
tions bill. The House majority leader-
ship took that conference on a rel-
atively modest bill and shoveled into it
a $565 billion tax cut and a $30 billion
appropriations bill for the Treasury
Department, the Postal Service, the
Executive Office of the President, and
certain independent agencies. This is
an abuse of the powers of the majority.

Mr. President, the Senate may be
calloused to the accelerating number
of abuses that we have witnessed in the
past few years. And this growing indif-
ference may have given some comfort
to those who are spearheading this par-
ticular offensive.

But, Mr. President, there is a facet to
this latest effort that makes it espe-
cially worthy of opposition. For adopt-
ing this conference report, now shield-
ed from amendment, removes the op-
portunity to force an open debate of a
$3,800 pay raise for every Member of
the Senate and the House of Represent-
atives.

By bringing the Treasury-Postal ap-
propriations bill to the Senate floor for
the first time in this conference report,
without Senate floor consideration, the
majority prevents anyone from offering
an amendment on that bill to block the
pay raise. The majority makes it im-
possible even to put Senators on record
in an up-or-down vote directly for or
against the pay raise. The majority has
thus perfected the technique of the
stealth pay raise.

And the majority also makes it im-
possible to link this congressional pay
raise directly to other pay issues of im-
portance to the American people. With
this abuse of the rules, the majority
makes it impossible to consider, among
other things, an amendment that
would delay the congressional pay
raise until working Americans get a
much-needed raise in the minimum
wage.
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The majority leadership thus appears
to believe that cost-of-living adjust-
ments make sense for Senators and
Congressmen, but that cost-of-living
adjustments do not make sense for
working people making the minimum
wage.

The abuse of the process that brings
us here today prevents the Senate from
rectifying this injustice. If the Senate
were considering the regular Treasury-
Postal appropriations bill, a Senator
could offer an amendment that would
point out inequities like this. And
that, in the end, might help explain
why the majority is using this proce-
dure today. That might explain why we
are not considering the regular Treas-
ury-Postal appropriations bill, but are
considering an unamenable conference
report.

This unamendable conference report
culminates the technique of the stealth
pay raise. As my colleagues are aware,
it is an unusual thing to have the
power to raise our own pay. Few people
have that ability. Most of our constitu-
ents do not have that power. And that
this power is so unusual is good reason
for the Congress to exercise that power
openly, and to exercise it subject to
regular procedures that include debate
and amendment.

The question of how and whether
Members of Congress can raise their
own pay was one that our Founders
considered from the beginning of our
Nation. In August of 1789, as part of the
package of 12 amendments advocated
by James Madison that included what
has become our Bill of Rights, the
House of Representatives passed an
amendment to the Constitution pro-
viding that Congress could not raise its
pay without an intervening election.
Almost exactly 211 years ago, on Sep-
tember 9, 1789, the Senate passed that
amendment. In late September of 1789,
Congress submitted the amendments to
the states.

Although the amendment on pay
raises languished for two centuries, in
the 1980s, a campaign began to ratify
it. While I was a member of the Wis-
consin State Senate, I was proud to
help ratify the amendment. Its ap-
proval by the Michigan legislature on
May 7, 1992, gave it the needed approval
by three-fourths of the states.

The 27th amendment to the constitu-
tion now states: ‘‘No law, varying the
compensation for the services of the
senators and representatives, shall
take effect, until an election of rep-
resentatives shall have intervened.”
Now, today’s action does not violate
the letter of the Constitution, because
it is the result of a 1989 law that pro-
vides for a regular cost-of-living ad-
justment for congressional pay. But
stealth pay raises like the one that the
Senate allows today certainly violate
the spirit of that amendment.

Mr. President, this practice must
end. To address it, I intend to intro-
duce legislation that ends the auto-
matic cost-of-living adjustment for
congressional pay.
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The conference report before us
today took its final shape just before
the August recess, during what were re-
ported to be all-night, closed-door
meetings. The House majority leader-
ship then tried to muscle this con-
ference report through the House on
the day before the recess. The bill sur-
vived a procedural vote by just four
votes, 214 to 210. with Representatives
anxious to begin their August recess,
the House leadership decided to post-
pone further action until this month.

The conference report before us
today includes the Treasury Postal
bill. The Senate never had a chance to
consider the Treasury Postal bill that
is now part of this conference report.
The Senate Appropriations Committee
ordered the bill reported on July 20. It
is available for Senate consideration as
a separate bill.

This conference report on an appro-
priations bill also includes a repeal of
the telephone excise tax. Now repealing
the telephone tax is probably the best
tax cut idea that we will get in this
Congress. I voted to repeal the tele-
phone tax during consideration of the
estate tax bill.

But that was a tax bill. Today, we are
being asked to enact that tax cut on an
appropriations bill. A tax cut that will
cost $565 billion over the next decade
should not be added in the middle of
the night in a conference on a $2V% bil-
lion appropriations bill.

As well, the conference report also
makes budget process law changes.
Section 1002 of the conference report
changes the limits on outlays set in
the current budget resolution for de-
fense and non-defense spending. It
shifts $2 Dbillion from non-defense
spending to defense spending. Making
this budget process change violates the
rules. Section 306 of the Congressional
Budget Act prohibits including budget
process changes like this in a bill that
is not a budget process bill.

Some may argue that if we do not
enact this conference report with this
abuse of the process, then the leader-
ship will confront us with an even
greater abuse of process in the form of
an even larger omnibus appropriations
bill. Even were that so, my colleagues,
we here cannot and must not give the
leadership a blank check to include
any matter that they choose. And we
most certainly can demand that Con-
gress do what we can to ensure that we
get no pay raise until such time as
Congress has enacted a raise in the
minimum wage.

This is a matter of principle, because
this conference report does not honor
the principles of debate and amend-
ment that undergird the rules of this
Senate.

And this is a matter of fairness, be-
cause this conference report allows a
$3,800 pay raise for Senators and Con-
gressmen, before the Congress has en-
acted a $1,000 pay raise for working
Americans making the minimum wage.

The majority has sought to prevent
votes on this pay raise. By preventing
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votes on amendments, they have made
this final vote on this conference re-
port the single vote that will allow the
congressional pay raise to happen. A
Member who wants to prevent a con-
gressional pay raise before we have a
raise in the minimum wage has this
one opportunity to vote against it.

It is for these reasons that I will vote
against this conference report.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent there now be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

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

——

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS: IN THE BIG
TENT OR A SIDE SHOW

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, this is
the third in a series of five statements
I am making on the issue of providing
a prescription drug benefit for senior
Americans. This continues the discus-
sion I began last Thursday on the sub-
ject of how to modernize the Medicare
program into one which will meet the
needs of 21st century seniors in Amer-
ica.

Last week, we discussed the need to
fundamentally reform the Medicare
program by shifting its focus from
treating acute illness to promoting and
maintaining wellness, essentially con-
verting the Medicare program from one
which has an orientation towards deal-
ing with the disease or the results of an
accident after they have occurred—a
sickness system—to one that attempts
to maintain the highest quality of
health—a wellness system.

We discussed the fact that access to
affordable prescription medications is
crucial to the success of a health care
system based on keeping seniors
healthy, well, and active. And virtually
every modality that is established to
maintain the highest state of good
health for seniors involves access to
prescription drugs.

Additionally, we discussed that, in
the long run, providing seniors with ac-
cess to those components of an effec-
tive wellness system, such as preven-
tive screening, medical procedures, and
appropriate prescription drug thera-
pies, can yield significant savings for
the Medicare program and thus for the
American taxpayer as well as providing
the enormous benefits to the senior of
good health and the active lifestyle
that that will allow.

Let’s look at the case of osteoporosis.
Osteoporosis is a disease characterized
by low bone mass, deterioration of
bone tissue, leading to bone fragility
and increased susceptibility to frac-
tures, particularly of the hip, spine,
and wrist.

Osteoporosis is a major public health
threat for 28 million Americans. Eighty
percent of those 28 million Americans
are women. Osteoporosis is responsible
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for more than 1.5 million fractures an-
nually in the United States. Included
in this 1.5 million are 300,000 hip frac-
tures, 700,000 vertebra fractures, 250,000
wrist fractures, and more than 300,000
fractures in other parts of the anat-
omy. Estimated national direct ex-
penditures, including those for hos-
pitals and nursing homes, for
osteoporosis and related fractures is
$14 billion a year.

The National Academy of Sciences
and the National Institutes of Health
agree that osteoporosis is highly pre-
ventable. A combination of a healthy
lifestyle, with no smoking or excessive
alcohol use, and bone density testing
and medication and hormone therapies
can keep men and women prone to this
disease well and free of the debili-
tating, sometimes fatal, effects of frac-
tures. Seniors and near seniors must
have access to screening, counseling,
and appropriate medication to Kkeep
this ‘‘silent killer’’ at bay.

One of the most common prescrip-
tions for osteoporosis prevention is a
treatment referred to as Fosamax. The
annual cost of Fosamax is approxi-
mately $750. Contrast that with a hip
replacement where the surgery and fol-
lowup therapy will cost the Medicare
program and taxpayers over $8,000.

It makes both programmatic and eco-
nomic sense that these preventive
interventions be included under the big
tent of Medicare. They should be treat-
ed as all of the other benefits that 98
percent of those eligible for Medicare
enjoy today.

Let me restate the fact that Part B
of Medicare—that is the part that,
among other things, covers physicians
and outpatient services—is a voluntary
program that seniors must elect to get
the benefits and to pay the monthly
premiums for participation in Part B.
How many seniors in America who are
eligible for that component of Medi-
care in fact make that election and pay
that monthly fee to get those benefits?
The answer: 98 percent of eligible sen-
iors voluntarily elect to participate in
Part B of Medicare.

Seniors trust and rely on Medicare.
As a result, virtually all who are eligi-
ble to join voluntarily elect to do so.
When the Federal Government decides
that it should participate in providing
a prescription drug benefit for Amer-
ican seniors, that benefit is best placed
under the same big tent of the Medi-
care program.

Now, this is not a unanimous opin-
ion. Some of my Senate colleagues be-
lieve that a prescription drug benefit
should be left outside the tent, left to
a sideshow status, if you will. In order
to determine which way is truly the
best way, the main tent of Medicare or
a sideshow, it is important to answer
some key questions.

Question 1 is what do the customers,
the seniors and the people who live
with disabilities, what do they want?
How would they prefer this program to
be organized and administered? We all
know the old saying that the customer
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is always right. This will surely be true
for the new drug benefit that we will
offer to Medicare beneficiaries. Con-
gress must learn to ask and to listen—
in health care terminology, to first di-
agnose before we proceed to prescribe.

This should have been the lesson
learned from Congress’ ill-considered
decision to add catastrophic coverage
to Medicare in the late 1980s. We pre-
scribed before we listened. When we lis-
ten, seniors tell us they like the Medi-
care program. Ninety-eight percent of
them voluntarily elect to participate.
In 1998, the Kaiser Family Foundation
found that 74 percent of seniors sur-
veyed believed that Medicare was doing
a good job serving their interests.

Seniors tell us that while Medicare is
not perfect, it is convenient, afford-
able, and dependable. They never worry
that the benefits will suddenly dis-
appear or become too expensive. They
like the universality of the Medicare
program. No matter where they are—in
Kansas, in Utah, or in Florida—the
benefits are available and affordable.
They don’t want to worry, as they
would in some plans, that an income of
$16,000 a year would make them ‘‘too
wealthy’ to qualify for help.

Including the prescription drug ben-
efit in Medicare would offer peace of
mind. But don’t take my word for it.
Another recent poll conducted by the
Kaiser Family Foundation and Harvard
University showed that when seniors
are given the choice of having the Fed-
eral Government administer a Medi-
care prescription drug benefit versus
the alternative of having the Govern-
ment help to pay for private insurance
plans, 36 percent chose the private op-
tion; 57 percent of the respondents pre-
ferred to have the benefit as part of an
expanded Medicare program.

We hear over and over in statements
on the Senate floor and occasionally
even in political ads that Americans
will be better off if prescription drug
benefits are not made part of the Medi-
care program. But when we listen to
the people, not to just political rhet-
oric, what we find is that Medicare
beneficiaries do not complain about
Medicare. Rather, we hear a desire to
expand Medicare to include real pre-
scription drug benefits. We should lis-
ten to these voices of the customers.

Question 2: Will a true Medicare ben-
efit or a program that relies on private
and State insurers be the most reli-
able? Predictability, sustainability, re-
liability are important qualities for
America’s seniors. The bill I have in-
troduced with Senators ROBB, BRYAN,
CONRAD, CHAFEE, and JEFFORDS assures
that all beneficiaries, including those
in underserved and rural areas, would
be guaranteed a defined, accessible, af-
fordable, and stable benefit for the
same monthly premium nationwide.
Medicare would subsidize benefits di-
rectly and pay for prescription drug
costs as any other Medicare benefit.

In contrast, the plan that is being
proposed by Governor George W. Bush
and by House Republicans and by some
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