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color, until education is unaware of 
race, until opportunity is unconcerned 
with the color of men’s skins . . . 
emancipation will be a proclamation 
but not a fact.’’ For well over a cen-
tury, Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities have led the way, opened 
the doors and provided the tools for a 
quality education for all. 

I yield any time I might have re-
maining. Thank you, Mr. President. 

f 

LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
wish to announce on the floor of the 
Senator that 34 colleagues—Democrats 
and Republicans alike—join me in a 
letter to the White House today. 

We are talking about what is going 
on with oil prices and what is going on 
with home heating costs. The projec-
tions are very frightening. 

We see home heating oil costs up 30 
percent and natural gas costs up 40 per-
cent. For many of us in cold-weather 
States, this is a crisis issue. Specifi-
cally, we are talking about the Low-In-
come Energy Assistance Program. 

My colleague, Senator HARKIN, has 
been a leader in this fight for a long, 
long time. 

The point is that the President has 
about $500 million right now in 
LIHEAP emergency funding that we 
could get back to the cold-weather 
States. LIHEAP is a terribly important 
addition to the negotiations on the ap-
propriations bill this year. Also, for 
funding next year, we are saying add 
an additional $500 million. Otherwise, I 
think probably maybe 15 percent of the 
people who are eligible for LIHEAP 
funding will not get any. 

In the State of Minnesota, you are 
talking about, roughly speaking, 90,000 
households. About a third of them are 
elderly. This is a lifeline program. It is 
not a lot—maybe $350 a year. But it 
helps people with their heating costs. 

What is going on now means that the 
heating costs are going to go way up. If 
we don’t add some funding to this pro-
gram, we are going to have people who 
are cold, or they will not buy prescrip-
tion drugs, or they will not have food 
on the table. This is a huge issue. 

I urge the President and the White 
House in negotiations to be strong on 
funding for LIHEAP. We need the addi-
tional $500 million now and an addi-
tional $500 million next year. We have 
to make sure this important lifeline 
program is funded. 

I visited a lot of people in their 
homes. Many of them are elderly peo-
ple. This makes a huge difference to 
them. I am really worried about what 
is going to happen. 

By the way, for the information of 
colleagues, it is interesting to me that 
we have focused on OPEC countries. An 
interesting story came out in the past 
couple of days that the non-OPEC oil 
countries, that collectively produce 
more than half the world’s crude oil, 
rather than producing more to meet 

the additional demands, are producing 
less. 

Exxon-Mobil—we have these mergers, 
acquisitions. We have monopolies and a 
cartel. I think they are in a position to 
fix prices. If there ever was a case to be 
made for antitrust action, this is a 
pretty decisive area in the economy 
where we ought to be looking at these 
conglomerates and holding them ac-
countable for putting more competi-
tion into this industry. 

f 

APPROPRIATIONS AND HEALTH 
CARE 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
Senator MOYNIHAN, Senator DASCHLE, 
and others have introduced a bill of 
which I am a cosponsor. It is really im-
portant. I didn’t support the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997. I thought it was a 
mistake. I didn’t understand how this 
projected $116 billion in Medicare cuts 
was actually going to work on the 
ground with our hospitals, HMOs, and 
nursing homes—you name it. The pro-
jected cost is actually $200 million less 
by way of funding. 

Last year, we did a ‘‘fix.’’ We re-
stored approximately an additional $16 
billion or $17 billion. It did not solve 
the problem. We now have a bill and a 
request of $8 billion over the next 10 
years. This is critically important. In 
Minnesota, in 1999, 54 of our 139 hos-
pitals operated with less than a 2-per-
cent margin, and 27 percent of them 
are in the red. 

Whether it is an inner-city hospital, 
such as Hennepin County General, or 
rural hospitals, I tell Senators—Demo-
crats and Republicans alike—that we 
made a huge mistake. We should have 
never voted for these draconian cuts in 
Medicare reimbursements. I don’t 
know what is in the world we were 
thinking. I didn’t vote for it. But I say 
‘‘we’’ because I am a Member of the 
Senate, and proud to be a Member of 
the Senate. 

But we have to restore a significant 
amount of this funding because both in 
the inner city and in the rural areas 
where there is a disproportionate num-
ber of elderly and low-income people, 
these providers are not making it. 
Rural hospitals will shut down. This is 
not just a crisis for rural communities. 
Employers lack health care for people. 
And Hennepin County General, which 
is, I think, a sacred place, is such an 
important hospital. They are strug-
gling because of what we did in 1997. 

This piece of legislation we have in-
troduced will call for $80 billion to be 
restored for this funding. It is criti-
cally important if we care about the 
care for the elderly, low-income, rural, 
and inner-city communities. 

I hope Democrats and Republicans 
alike in this final week of negotiations 
will come together and support not 
only our providers but also support the 
people in our State who really count on 
this care. 

As long as we are talking about the 
last couple of weeks, I want to ask Sen-

ator HARKIN to share with me his reac-
tion. 

We had a vote yesterday. We had two 
appropriations bills, Postal-Treasury 
and legislative branch appropriations, 
which were merged together. Legisla-
tive branch got through and Postal- 
Treasury never came to the floor of the 
Senate. It was put into the conference 
report. Part of the idea was that you 
could have a salary increase, which 
may be fine, but of course we don’t 
raise the minimum wage for people. 
The idea would be then we would have 
an opportunity to have up-or-down 
amendments and a vote on the min-
imum wage. If we can raise the salaries 
above $140,000, we ought to be able to 
vote for the minimum wage for the 
working poor people of the country. 
Senators voted against that bill. 

Now I hear that the majority leader 
is talking about a lame duck session. 
Am I correct? I ask my colleague from 
Iowa. I would like to go back and forth 
in some discussion with my colleague 
from Iowa about this. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend from Minnesota for bringing 
this up, and for his earlier statement 
on the plight of our small rural hos-
pitals and relief for them. He was talk-
ing about the smaller hospitals, but it 
is really the people in our small towns 
and communities who need the relief. I 
thank him for bringing that up. 

I serve on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. I have been on it now for 15 
years. I am ranking member on the 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education Subcommittee I also 
serve on a number of others—Agri-
culture, Foreign Operations, and oth-
ers. 

I was disturbed, I say to my friend, to 
read in Congress Daily this morning 
that Senate Majority Leader LOTT said 
our failure to pass these two bills yes-
terday ‘‘increases the possibility of a 
lame duck session after the November 
elections.’’ He told reporters: I always 
thought that was a possibility anyway. 
Senate Appropriations Committee 
Chairman STEVENS told reporters: In 
my opinion, now we are ready for a 
postelection session. We just don’t 
have time to get 11 bills through in 9 
days. 

I say to my friend from Minnesota, 
we have been here for 9 months, 
haven’t we? What have we been doing? 
What has happened to the 9 months? 
We’ve done nothing. Eleven out of thir-
teen appropriations bills have not been 
passed—11. Here is what’s going on: 
The Republicans in charge don’t want 
to vote on a Patients’ Bill of Rights. 
They don’t want to vote on it. They 
don’t want to vote on prescription 
drugs for the elderly. They don’t want 
to vote on increasing the minimum 
wage. What do they want to do? Put it 
off until after the election, have a lame 
duck session. 

I don’t understand how this complies 
with what our responsibilities are, 
what the people elected us for, what we 
get paid to do around here. That is, to 
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enact legislation, to take the tough 
votes. 

They don’t want to do that. They 
want to put it off until after the elec-
tion, for a lame duck session. What 
kind of sense does that make? What 
kind of a statement does that make to 
the people of this country? Nine 
months we have been here. This morn-
ing we are doing nothing. The Chamber 
is empty. Yet we could be bringing 
these bills on the floor right now. We 
are doing nothing around here. 

I ask my friend from Minnesota, who 
gains the most from the lame duck ses-
sion? Who gains the most by not hav-
ing the votes now, but putting them off 
until after the election? HMOs, the gun 
lobby, the big drug companies. I bet 
they are just as happy as they can be 
after reading this morning that a lame 
duck session is likely because they 
know they can come in and control a 
lame duck. 

I meant to engage in a colloquy with 
my friend from Minnesota, but I am so 
disturbed by this, I think this needs a 
complete airing. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
hope other Senators will come to the 
floor and speak on this question, in-
cluding members of the majority party, 
the majority leader included. 

The way I look at it, you cannot help 
but smile with a twinkle in your eye. 
We have had plenty of time to do the 
work of the people, and now to say we 
can’t get this done. Part of the pro-
posal is that maybe a few appropriators 
would stay here with the White House 
and the rest of us would go home and 
campaign. I have heard that being dis-
cussed, which means we are not here 
doing the work. Then the other part of 
it is the lame duck session. 

I think this is a breakdown of rep-
resentative democracy. Basically, I 
think the majority party is trying to 
have it a couple of different ways. On 
the one hand, as a special favor to the 
insurance industry, they block sensible 
patient protection legislation. As a 
special favor to some of the bottom 
dwellers of commerce, they block rais-
ing the minimum wage from $5.15 to 
$6.15 over 2 years. And as a special 
favor to the pharmaceutical industry, 
they don’t want to extend prescription 
drug benefits as a part of the Medicare 
program for elderly people. And as a 
special favor to some of the big packers 
and conglomerates, they pass Freedom 
to Farm, which we call the ‘‘freedom to 
fail’’ bill. But at the same time, they 
don’t want to be held accountable for 
any of this. They don’t want to have 
amendments on the floor. They don’t 
want to have any votes. They don’t 
want any accountability. 

What they would like to do—I think 
the actual meaning of this proposal, 
which we are going to raise some Cain 
about because we are here to work, 
about coming back for a lame duck ses-
sion is that our Republican colleagues 
want to vote on prescription drug costs 
after the election. They want to vote 
on patient protection after the elec-

tion. They want to vote on minimum 
wage after the election. They want to 
vote on whether we should have more 
teachers in schools and smaller class 
size, and something you have been 
working on, some funding for rebuild-
ing crumbling schools, after the elec-
tion. 

I don’t think people in the country 
are going to go for that. I say to my 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, that is not the way representa-
tive democracy works. 

Mr. HARKIN. And we had the juve-
nile justice bill that included the 
school safety provision, the child safe-
ty gun locks and included a fix to close 
the gunshow loophole. Why are they 
only willing to vote on this important 
legislation after the election? 

We have been denied—I don’t want to 
say the Senator from Minnesota and I 
have been denied; the people of this 
country have been denied the right to 
have their Senators come on this floor 
and vote on these issues, denied be-
cause the majority leader won’t bring 
it up. That is why they keep putting 
these conference committee bills to-
gether. They now want to put together 
the Commerce-State-Justice bill. I 
wanted to offer an amendment to re-
store funding to the Byrne grants for 
local law enforcement. The Byrne 
grant is $100 million short from last 
year’s funding level. But I’m not al-
lowed to do that because they want to 
skip the process and attach to another 
bill. 

The VA–HUD and Transportation— 
again, we haven’t voted on VA and 
HUD. Do you want to know why? Be-
cause we want to do something about 
veterans’ health benefits. They want to 
vote on that after the election, too. 
They don’t want the veterans of this 
country to know exactly how they vote 
on veterans’ health benefits, I say to 
my friend. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. If I may interrupt 
my colleague, the Senator is absolutely 
right. This is just an extension of what 
has been going on. The Senate is an in-
stitution where we should have the de-
bate, the deliberation. That is what 
this is about. By filing cloture on bills, 
by not allowing debate, by putting un-
related provisions into a conference re-
port, the majority party has decided 
they will not allow debate. The logical 
extension of this is, let’s get out of 
town; let’s not be held accountable. 

Regarding veterans, the veterans or-
ganizations, many of them put to-
gether what they call an independent 
budget. Senator JOHNSON of South Da-
kota and I have had amendments where 
we get a 99–0 vote that we definitely 
want to add an additional $500 million 
because we know veterans have fallen 
between the cracks. Every time, in 
some conference committee or now in 
some omnibus appropriations bill, they 
never actually vote to put the appro-
priations into veterans’ health care. 

I think the Senator is right. Whether 
it is veterans, farmers, people in the 
country caring about education—this 
is all the people. 

Mr. HARKIN. And child safety locks 
on guns. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Absolutely. And 
prescription drugs. 

So am I correct that the lame duck 
proposal basically adds up to this: 
What some Republicans seem to be sug-
gesting is, let’s get out of here; let’s 
not have to vote on any of this; let’s 
come back after the election and then 
we will vote? 

Mr. HARKIN. That’s it. That’s what 
they’re saying. Speaker Hastert, 
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, at the beginning of this year 
promised we would have all of the ap-
propriations bills to the President be-
fore the August recess. We are at the 
end of September and we have only 2 
out of 13 through. 

I say to my friend from Minnesota, 
this is the first time—and I know how 
much he cares about education—this is 
the first time since 1965, when we 
passed the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, that we have failed to 
reauthorize. Because of time? No, we 
had plenty of time. Look at the Cham-
ber this morning. The Senator from 
Minnesota, the Senator from Iowa are 
here. We are doing nothing out here. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Don’t say that. We 
are speaking. Don’t say that. We are 
speaking. 

Mr. HARKIN. What I am saying is we 
are not doing anything to get the bills 
through. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I’m kidding. 
Mr. HARKIN. I point out to my 

friend from Minnesota, in contrast, 
Senator DASCHLE from South Dakota, 
the Democrat leader, said: 

Let’s take them up. Let’s have a debate. 
Don’t let anybody say with a straight face or 
with any credibility that it’s the Democrats 
holding things up. Let’s get to the bills. 
Let’s get them done. Let’s offer the amend-
ments and move it along. 

We are ready to debate. We are ready 
to offer amendments. We are ready to 
move the process—but we are denied. 
And again I say, the people of this 
country are denied the opportunity to 
have us vote on these measures. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. If I can say to my 
colleague, some of what I said—every-
thing I said I meant, and it is meant to 
challenge the majority party and the 
majority leader. But in a very serious 
way—the Senator mentioned edu-
cation; it really breaks your heart, too, 
if you want to try to the best of your 
ability to represent people—on the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Act, between 
myself and staff, we were in 100 schools 
just meeting with people, getting their 
ideas about how we could best help 
them. We took all their ideas. Then we 
worked on amendments. I was so ex-
cited to come on the floor and have 
amendments representing what people 
said. The whole idea was to try to do 
good for people. 

You cannot represent the people in 
your State; you cannot do good for peo-
ple; you cannot be a good Senator un-
less the Senate becomes the Senate 
again. I think it is just outrageous that 
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the majority party just does not want 
to have the discussion, does not want 
to have the debate, does not want to 
vote—apparently doesn’t want to vote. 
I just think that is not the way the 
Senate should operate, and it makes it 
very difficult to do good for people. 

Mr. HARKIN. I say to my friend, it 
seems to me what we are facing is that 
the majority party, in charge of the 
Senate, in charge of the House, they 
want to replace the tough votes we 
have to take around here, that we 
should be taking around here—they 
want to replace the tough votes with 
slick 30-second TV ads to try to get 
through this election. That is breaking 
down, I think, the people’s respect for 
the Senate. 

How can you have respect for an in-
stitution when we don’t get anything 
done around here? When we say the 
only time we want to take up the 
tough issues is after the election, when 
there will be people here voting on 
these issues who may have been de-
feated or maybe not running again, 
what kind of responsibility, I ask the 
Senator from Minnesota, is that? We 
are shirking our responsibility. I hear 
more and more people saying they are 
getting dismayed with how the Con-
gress is operating. People ought to be 
dismayed with the way this place is 
running right now. We are shirking our 
responsibilities around here in this re-
gard. 

As I said, I have been on this Appro-
priations Committee for 15 years. I 
have been in the Senate for 15 years. I 
say to my friend from Minnesota, this 
is the most do-nothing Congress, the 
most do-nothing Senate I have seen in 
15 years. It is really sad. 

The Senator talked about visiting 
schools. I spent all my summer going 
around visiting elderly people in the 
State of Iowa and getting story after 
story about their costs of prescription 
drugs. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Yes. 
Mr. HARKIN. It is not something 

they need help with 10 years from now. 
They need it now. That is why we need 
to bring that legislation out here and 
vote on prescription drugs, helping 
those people out. But we are precluded 
from doing so. I am hopeful perhaps— 
maybe we ought to start, I say to my 
friend from Minnesota, maybe we 
ought to start asking unanimous con-
sent to bring some of these bills out 
here. Let’s bring them up. Let’s see if 
the majority party will object to bring-
ing up the bills on prescription drugs, 
on the juvenile justice bill, on min-
imum wage, Patients’ Bill of Rights, 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. Let’s spend the next 9 days or 
whatever we have working on some of 
this legislation. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
say to my colleague from Iowa, that 
may very well be what we do. I hope 
this suggestion of a possible lame duck 
session is an idea that will last about 1 
hour and that will be the end of it. And 
I hope our discussion on the floor will 

be part of putting an end to it. But I 
am pleased to join with my colleague. 
I am pleased to start asking unanimous 
consent to bring up this legislation. 

Mr. HARKIN. We ought to think 
about some way. Thinking about ‘‘lame 
duck,’’ I don’t know where that term 
ever came from. I have to look it up. I 
am sure there is some history around 
here about what a lame duck session 
means, where that name came from. 
But it seems to me that a lame duck is 
a sick duck by definition. We don’t 
need a sick duck around here doing the 
people’s business. We don’t need a lame 
duck session around here to be taking 
these tough votes. We ought to be 
standing up and doing it right now, not 
waiting for a sick duck to do it. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
league. I think we will be back on the 
floor and we may very well be trying 
our level best to put these issues back 
on the floor. I will be proud to do it 
with my colleague from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank my friend from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor and suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

f 

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE ACTIONS 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand another disturbing event has 
happened this morning. I am informed 
that the Senate Judiciary Committee 
has met this morning and has refused 
to report out any more judges—refused 
to do so; just stopped. Again, this flies 
in the face of what our responsibilities 
are supposed to be around here. If 
someone doesn’t like a person, or they 
don’t think they are qualified—I should 
not say ‘‘doesn’t like’’—if they don’t 
think they are qualified to assume a 
judgeship, let them vote against that 
person. But that doesn’t give them a 
reason to hold someone up in com-
mittee. 

I am speaking specifically of my 
Iowa constituent, Bonnie Campbell, 
former attorney general with the State 
of Iowa who is now pending in the Judi-
ciary Committee for a vacancy on the 
Court of Appeals for the Eighth Cir-
cuit. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator 
yield for just a second? I just want to 
make sure, I just want to ask the Sen-
ator, Bonnie Campbell has directed all 
of the work against violence against 
women; is that correct? My wife Sheila 
works closely with her. She has done 
phenomenal work, has just a great rep-
utation; am I correct? 

Mr. HARKIN. Exactly; the Senator is 
exactly correct. Bonnie Campbell has, 
for the last 4 years, directed the Office 

of Violence Against Women in the De-
partment of Justice. I can’t find one 
person on either side of the aisle who 
says she hasn’t done a superb job. 

She has received accolades from all 
over this country about guiding and di-
recting that office. She is widely sup-
ported by the American Bar Associa-
tion, by people on both sides of the 
aisle, the party in her home State of 
Iowa who know the kind of outstanding 
person she is, how bright she is, how 
capable she is, what a great job she did 
as attorney general in the State of 
Iowa, and now in the Violence Against 
Women Office in the Department of 
Justice. 

People on both sides of the aisle sup-
port her nomination, and yet the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee refuses to re-
port her out of committee. She has had 
her hearing. That has all been taken 
care of. All the paperwork is done. She 
has answered all the questions. 

I say to the Judiciary Committee: 
Report her nomination out. If for some 
reason you think she is unqualified—I 
cannot imagine why—then you can 
cast your vote, but at least let’s bring 
the nominee to the floor. 

There are 22 vacancies on the appeals 
court. That is nearly half the emer-
gency vacancies in the Federal court 
system. With the growing number of 
vacancies in the Federal courts, these 
positions should be filled as soon as 
possible with qualified people. Yet the 
Judiciary Committee refuses to move. 

Ms. Campbell received a hearing this 
summer. She would serve this position 
on the Eighth Circuit with honor, fair-
ness, and distinction. She has the solid 
support from me and my Iowa col-
league, Senator GRASSLEY. Her nomi-
nation should be sent to the Senate 
floor. 

Bonnie Campbell has had a long his-
tory in law, starting in 1984 with her 
private practice in Des Moines where 
she worked on cases involving medical 
malpractice, employment discrimina-
tion, personal injury, real estate, fam-
ily law—a broadly based legal practice. 
She was then elected attorney general 
of Iowa in 1990, the first woman to hold 
that office in our State. She managed 
an office of 200 people, including 120 at-
torneys, again, handling a wide variety 
of criminal and civil matters for State 
agencies and officers. As attorney gen-
eral, she gained high marks from all 
ends of the political spectrum as some-
one who was committed to enforcing 
the law, reducing crime, and protecting 
our consumers. 

In 1995, she was appointed director of 
the Violence Against Women Office in 
the Department of Justice. In that po-
sition, she has played a critical role in 
the implementation of the violence 
against women provisions of the 1994 
Crime Act. Again, she has won the re-
spect from a wide range of interests 
with different points of views on this 
issue. She has been and is today re-
sponsible for the overall coordination 
and agenda of the Department of Jus-
tice efforts to combat violence against 
women. 
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