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comprehensive policy, is not the com-
plete answer to the risk of germ bio-
warfare.

In our bill, we also provide substan-
tial additional funds, over $1 billion to
the States and local communities, to
improve the public health infrastruc-
ture. If something happens to some-
one’s daughter and/or son and they sus-
pect bioterrorism, we call on the public
health infrastructure. What we need to
do is have them prepared to receive
that phone call and to respond in an ef-
fective way, and we provide the funds
to make sure they are prepared to re-
ceive that phone call.

In our bill, we look at revitalizing
the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention’s training initiatives. We
look at response capabilities. We look
at epidemiologic capacity.

We do not disturb the Federal fund-
ing established under the Public Health
Threats and Emergencies Act that goes
into the core facility laboratories, the
public health capacities. In fact, we
broaden the funding streams and in-
crease the authorization for these ca-
pacity-building activities.

Not only will these additional funds
assist us in the event of another bio-
logical attack, but the strengthening
of the public health infrastructure
means that we will also be able to re-
spond to other infectious diseases as
well. No matter what infectious disease
it is, whether it is a result of a ter-
rorist attack or a mnatural-occurring
disease, we need the same response—
quick diagnosis, high surveillance,
good communication, and quick treat-
ment.

In our bill, there is also a section on
food safety protections, which I hope
my colleagues will examine. My num-
ber one priority is to ensure that we
address all of the issues laid out in the
bill because the bill focuses on the en-
tire system required to respond to any
future bioterrorist attack—a system
dependent upon the public health infra-
structure.

I close simply by saying we have
made tremendous progress. Our col-
leagues have spent a lot of time look-
ing at the issues in putting together
this bill. I encourage them, once again,
to look at what is in this bill and un-
derstand the comprehensive framework
of prevention, preparedness, and con-
sequence management as we move for-
ward. The gaps have been defined in
the public health infrastructure. Now
is the time to respond. The Bioter-
rorism Preparedness Act gives that
framework. I encourage my colleagues
to support it when it comes to the
floor.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING Officer. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.
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UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
H.R. 1140

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I an-
nounced this morning we would at-
tempt to move to proceed to the rail-
road retirement bill. In consultation
with our Republican colleagues, I am
prepared to do that at this time.

I ask unanimous consent that the Fi-
nance Committee be discharged from
further consideration of H.R. 1140, the
Railroad Retirement Act, and the Sen-
ate proceed to its immediate consider-
ation under the following limitation:
that the only amendment in order be a
substitute amendment offered by the
chairman of the Finance Committee;
and following the disposition of the
amendment, the bill be read the third
time, and the Senate vote on passage,
with no intervening action or debate.

Mr. GRAMM. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

Mr. DASCHLE. In light of this objec-
tion, I ask unanimous consent that the
Finance Committee be discharged from
further consideration of H.R. 1140, and
that the Senate proceed to its imme-
diate consideration.

Mr. GRAMM. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

———

COMPREHENSIVE RETIREMENT SE-
CURITY AND PENSION REFORM
ACT OF 2001—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED

Mr. DASCHLE. In light of this objec-
tion, I then ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to the imme-
diate consideration of Calendar No. 69,
H.R. 10.

Mr. GRAMM. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. DASCHLE. In light of the objec-
tion, I move to proceed to Calendar No.
69, H.R. 10, and I send a cloture motion
to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of rule
XXII of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, hereby move to bring to a close
the debate on the motion to proceed to
Calendar No. 69, H.R. 10, an act to pro-
vide for pension reform and for other

purposes:
Paul Wellstone, Richard Durbin,
Byron Dorgan, Harry Reid, Jon

Corzine, Hillary Clinton, Blanche Lin-
coln, Thomas Carper, Patrick Leahy,
Tom Harkin, Benjamin Nelson, Mary
Landrieu, Bill Nelson, Ron Wyden,
Charles Schumer, Bob Graham, Bar-
bara Mikulski.

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con-
sent the motion be considered as read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. DASCHLE. I will be brief I know
my colleagues may wish to speak on
this issue. This bill passed with an
overwhelming 384 votes in the House.
There is very, very strong bipartisan
support in the Senate; 74 of our col-
leagues have cosponsored the bill, in-
cluding a majority in both the Demo-
cratic and Republican caucuses. All the
rail unions are united behind this bill,
and it is supported by the entire rail-
road industry. It represents the first
time in 25 years that labor, manage-
ment and retirees have agreed on a set
of changes to the system.

The reason is pretty simple. Most
Members recognize we want to give
railroad retirees the same opportunity
as other retirees in the private sector,
the opportunity to maximize their in-
vestment opportunities for retirement
purposes. This bill would simply give
them as many different options as we
already provide to others in the private
sector.

As a result of increased returns from
these investments, it would provide en-
hanced benefits for railroad retirees
and reduce retirement taxes for rail-
road companies. Among other things,
it would expand benefits for surviving
spouses, provide a retiree health insur-
ance plan and reduce the vesting re-
quirement to five years. These are im-
portant changes that should be made.

Enactment of this bill is long over-
due. It is a good bill. It deserves our
support. I am disappointed we are not
able to move to it this afternoon. I will
schedule a cloture vote on Thursday.
We will do all we can to ensure that
the legislation is considered and
passed. It deserves our support, as it
was given support in the House. We
will do all we can to see that happens.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-
PER). The Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, in the 24
years I have served in Congress, I have
seen many ideas debated; some of them
good, some of them bad. I guess we are
all prone, on the spur of the moment,
to overstate things, but I think I can
say without any fear of contradiction
that of all the bills I have ever seen on
which cloture has been filed, this
comes closest to simply being an overt
effort by two established and powerful
special interests to literally pilfer the
retirement fund that is available for
railroad retirees, and the backing for
that retirement fund.

Part of our problem in debating a bill
such as this is that there is a natural
tendency in a partisan body when, in
this case railroads and railroad unions
get together, everybody sees this as an
opportunity to jump on the band-
wagon. I don’t know that I would state
it as any first law of political behavior,
but normally when business and labor
get together on something, it is gen-
erally an effort to reach deeply into
the pockets of the American taxpayer.
That is what the provision before us is,
in reality.
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We have a retirement trust fund
which has built up for railroad retire-
ment, principally as a result of the ac-
tion we took when railroad retirement
was going broke and when Social Secu-
rity was going broke. My colleagues
will remember that we passed a bill
changing the retirement age, setting
up a procedure where the retirement
age would rise—in the case of railroad
retirement from 60 to 62; in the case of
everybody else’s retirement, from 65 to
67. We made other changes. In the proc-
ess, back in the mid-1980s, we were able
to bring some degree of temporary sol-
vency to both these programs.

The net result in railroad retirement
is that we have built up a trust fund for
railroad retirement of $19.2 billion. I
remind my colleagues and everybody in
the country who is listening to this de-
bate that we talk about Social Secu-
rity being in deep trouble now because
we started out with 42 workers per re-
tiree, and we are down to 3 workers per
retiree. And we are heading over the
next 30 years to 2 workers per retiree.

Obviously, when you have two work-
ers supporting one retiree, you are
talking about a very heavy burden.

In railroad retirement, we have one
worker supporting three retirees.
Every problem we have in Social Secu-
rity, multiply it by 9, and you have
some index of the problem in railroad
retirement. Also, you have the implicit
taxpayer guarantee behind that pro-
gram.

What has literally happened? What
gave rise to the bill that is now before
us in the form of a cloture motion is
that railroads, facing some financial
difficulty, got together with the rail-
way unions and basically said: We have
built up a base of financial assets—in
this case Treasury bonds—of $19.2 bil-
lion. So what we should do is take $15
billion of that money out of the retire-
ment program and roughly give half of
it to the railroads and give half of it to
the retirees. And, in the process, com-
mit the taxpayer to deal with the prob-
lem if insolvency is faced in the future.

What we have before us is literally an
effort by two powerful vested interests
to take $15 billion of the $19.2 billion in
the railroad retirement trust fund and
literally divide it up, with roughly half
of it going to the railroads and roughly
half going to the employees of the rail-
roads and the retirees. In fact, the
Railroad Retirement Board, in their
data, in analyzing this proposal, has
basically concluded that the net result
of this will be that $15 billion will be
taken out of the retirement trust fund
over the next 17 years. So what the pro-
posal before us does is pilfer $15 billion.

Obviously, people have some shame;
not much, but they have a little. So
rather than saying we are simply going
to steal this $15 billion and we are
going to get 74 Members of the Senate
to applaud when we steal it, they came
up with a clever ruse. The clever ruse
is to say: Look, let’s take this $15 bil-
lion and invest it. Instead of having it
in Government bonds, we will invest it
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in stocks and bonds. So as a result of
this new investment and the new rate
of return that we will get, we will be
able to do some things to help the rail-
roads and to help the employees.

The problem is, before any invest-
ment is ever made, they are lowering
the retirement age. They are cutting
taxes on the employers. They are ex-
panding benefits for employees, and
when you add it all up, even with a
higher rate of return that they hope to
gain over the next 25 years, the trust
fund will be $28.7 billion lower under
this new proposal than it would be
under current law. The $15 billion in
question would be completely pilfered
over the next 17 years. These are not
my numbers. These are the numbers of
the Railroad Retirement Board.

What does the bill do? First of all, it
immediately cuts taxes on railroads
that they are paying in to support
these retirement programs. It cuts
their tax rate from 16.1 percent to 14.75
percent, and it does that next year.
Then it cuts it again in calendar year
2003, to 14.2 percent. So the net result
is that in very short order, $4 billion
from the retirement trust fund is
transferred from the trust fund to the
railroads.

I remind my colleagues that begin-
ning this year, based on the Social Se-
curity solvency bill we passed in the
early 1980s, the retirement age for
American workers is starting to go up.
We are moving from 65 to 67, the age
that you have to be to draw full Social
Security benefits. We are in the process
of the largest increase in the retire-
ment age in American history begin-
ning this year. But what do you think
the bill before us does for people who
work for railroads?

At the very instant that we are rais-
ing the retirement age for everybody
else from 65 to 67, remarkably, almost
unbelievably, we lower the retirement
age for people who work for railroads
from 62 to 60.

Survivors of railway workers already
get substantially better benefits than
survivors from Social Security, but we
raise those benefits. We change the
vesting requirements. The net result is
that over 17 years, roughly $7.5 billion
is taken out of the railroad retirement
trust fund and is given to the railroads.
Roughly $7.5 billion is taken out of
railroad retirement and given to bene-
ficiaries by lowering the retirement
age, by raising survivor benefits, by
changing the vesting requirements—in
essence, increasing benefits. $15 billion
is pilfered over a 17-year period under
this bill.

You might say, well, this is sort of a
victimless crime because the railroads
are for it, and the railroad retirees are
for it. It is their $19.2 billion. They are
pilfering $15 billion, and it was their
money to begin with. So where is the
victim? In fact, 73 Members of the Sen-
ate signed on to the bill. It is obvious
that has been the question. Where is
the victim?

The victim, as is usually the case
when powerful vested interests get to-
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gether, is the taxpayer. The taxpayer
stands in line to cover shortfalls in the
future.

It is true that in the future, up to a
point, you can raise the tax on the rail-
roads. There is no provision for requir-
ing employees to give back these bene-
fits, or to pay higher taxes.

Does anyone here doubt that when
$15 billion is pilfered over the next 17
years, when the day of judgment comes
and there is no money to pay railroad
retirement benefits, especially if the
very optimistic projections that are
being made don’t turn out to be correct
in terms of the retirement fund, who is
going to be paying the money that has
been pilfered? The taxpayers.

I know there are others who want to
speak. Let me just say that it is not
every day that you have a proposal to
pilfer $15 billion from a retirement
trust fund and have 73 Members of the
Senate cosponsor it. It is not every day
that you get railroads and railway
unions together in support of some-
thing. But, look, when each one is get-
ting $7.5 billion, that is a lot of incen-
tive.

This is about as bad a public policy
as you could possibly propose. How in
the world can anybody justify that at
the very moment when everybody
else’s retirement age is rising to 67, we
are going to lower the retirement age
for those working for the railroad from
62 to 60? How could anybody stand up
in any city or town in America and jus-
tify raising the retirement age to make
Social Security solvent when its trust
fund is many times bigger per retiree
and bigger in billions of dollars than
the railroad retirement trust fund?
How can anybody justify raising the re-
tirement age on the great mass of
workers in America and lowering it for
a privileged few? How can anybody jus-
tify, when you have a retirement pro-
gram that has one worker for three re-
tirees, adding benefits and cutting
taxes when everybody knows that the
retirement program is potentially in-
solvent?

That is the problem before us. If the
bill is in fact brought up, if cloture is
obtained, then I think there have to be
some changes. I do not per se object to
investing the money. I think there
have to be protections for the railroad
worker to be sure the Government
doesn’t direct the investments to ben-
efit some interests other than the
worker. There needs to be some fire-
wall between the investment com-
mittee and the Government.

Then we need to look at the proceeds
of these investments and ask ourselves:
Are they needed to pay benefits in the
future? In that case, they should be re-
tained. If they are not needed, giving
some of it back to the railroads and
giving some of it back to the workers,
I think, you could justify. But how do
you justify giving all of their money
back until any money is earned?

Finally, how in the world can we jus-
tify lowering the retirement age for
railroad retirement workers at the
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very moment that we are raising it for
everybody else?

This is a very bad bill, in my opinion.
It is special interest at its worst. I
know there are relatively few people
who are against it. But people who are
against it feel very strongly about it.
So we intend to resist.

I hope someone out in the country
will take a look at these numbers I am
talking about. You have to have some
pause when the Railroad Retirement
Board, which oversees the retirement
fund, clearly says that in 17 years, if
this bill is passed, there will be $15 bil-
lion less in the trust fund than if the
bill is not passed, and $7.5 billion has
gone to the railroads and $7.5 billion
has gone to railroad workers. Yet the
liability and the solemn commitment
of the Federal Government to these re-
tirees has not changed.

So if they have gotten $15 billion
richer, and the commitment has not
changed, who is $15 billion poorer? The
same person is always poorer when spe-
cial interests get together to benefit
themselves; that is, the American tax-
payer.

That is why I am opposed to this bill.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I com-
pliment our colleague from Texas on
his statement, and I will add a few
comments.

I earlier told the majority leader
that there would be strong objection to
moving forward with this bill. I am dis-
appointed that he did. After the trag-
edy of September 11, many of us
thought it would be very much in our
Nation’s best interests for us to be
working together to try to pass legisla-
tion that is in our national interest.
We passed emergency legislation. We
passed antiterrorism legislation. We
passed spending bills, a lot of which, in
some cases, we thought were maybe
overly generous. Yet we wanted to do
that in a very bipartisan way.

Unfortunately, the majority leader is
now moving forward with some legisla-
tion which, I think we have informed
him, leaves a lot to be desired and
which doesn’t fit into any national cri-
teria as far as a national emergency. It
is purely and simply a special interest
bill designed and written by special in-
terests.

This bill wasn’t written by the Fi-
nance Committee. It deals with taxes. I
am on the Finance Committee. This
bill had no input by the Finance Com-
mittee. Not one member of the Finance
Committee has had any input in this
bill. This is a bill written by and for
special interests. They did a pretty
good job. They benefit themselves by
at least $15 billion. They benefit them-
selves by increasing benefits, cutting
taxes, and keeping Uncle Sam as the
guarantor of the benefit.

Senator DASCHLE said something
about wanting to provide the railroad
companies and employees the same op-
portunity as every other private pen-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

sion plan so they can invest their funds
in the marketplace and enjoy good
rates of return. I welcome that but
take away the Federal guarantee. We
can do that. I don’t care if they make
early retirement at age 50. I will be
happy to let the employees and the
railroads work out whatever benefit
package they so desire as long as they
are liable.

What they did in this case, as Sen-
ator GRAMM eloquently pointed out,
greatly increases their benefits. They
cut the payroll taxes to pay for those
benefits, and they say Uncle Sam is
still liable. That is what I disagree
with. They increase benefits far and
above what almost any other pension
plan in America has.

Name another private pension plan
that has a 100-percent survivor benefit.
Social Security doesn’t do that. For
Social Security, if you are a survivor,
you get maybe a b50-percent benefit.
Not in this package. For Social Secu-
rity, you don’t get full retirement ben-
efits at age 60. You get full retirement
at age 65. Senator GRAMM mentioned
that it is going to 67. This bill says you
get full benefits at age 60.

Again, maybe that is fine, if the rail-
road companies and employees want to
pay for that. But they have asked us to
pay for it. We are liable. Some say:
Wait a minute. They have a scheme in
here that says even though their pay-
roll taxes go down and their benefits go
up, we think maybe it will all work
out. But if it doesn’t, Uncle Sam is still
liable. We still have a law on the books
saying these benefits are going to be
paid.

Why don’t we privatize this system
and allow the employees and the rail-
road companies to come up with what-
ever retirement system they want? God
bless them. It would be a generous sys-
tem. I love the railroad companies. I
love the railroad employees. Let them
work out whatever they mutually de-
sire to get us off the hook.

Why should some poor company in
Delaware or Oklahoma or Texas have
to guarantee benefits that greatly ex-
ceed any benefits they provide and
they are liable for it as taxpayers?
Then somebody said: Wait a minute.
Isn’t this $15 billion that we are trans-
ferring to them their money? No, not
really. They may claim it is in a trust
fund. I have looked it up.

For the life of the railroad retire-
ment system, the total amount of
money paid out in benefits exceeds all
the payroll tax contributions by em-
ployees and companies by about $90 bil-
lion. That means Uncle Sam has been
putting in and subsidizing a lot of
money for the railroad retirement sys-
tem since its inception. Basically, it is
a pay-as-you-go system. It has prob-
lems because the number of active
workers in relation to retirees has de-
clined. So it has a significant problem,
as any payroll system, any pension sys-
tem would have if they were stupid
enough to go on a pay-go system.

Private plans do not go pay-go. Pri-
vate systems have actuaries. They
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want to have funds, real funds, that are
really invested. You could say let’s go
private. We can do that. The adminis-
tration has offered to do that. There
are many of us who are willing to work
with the railroads and the employees of
the railroads to come up with a truly
private pension system but not a Gov-
ernment guarantee that says: Hey,
let’s increase benefits, cut payroll
taxes, make great big guarantees. Gov-
ernment, you guarantee it all. And
then, oh, incidently, if there is a prob-
lem a few years down the road, Uncle
Sam, that is your problem because it is
a Dbenefit stipulated by law of the
books. As to this proposal, even the
railroad’s own actuaries think it would
be a problem.

Looking at the payroll taxes, they
reduce payroll taxes significantly in
the immediate few years, and then
they expect that by the years 2020 and
2021 the payroll taxes will go up about
69 percent. In other words, under their
own scheme, they say: Oh, we are going
to have lots of problems. Well, that is
somebody else’s problem.

Wait a minute. Whose problem is it?
Right now it would be the Federal tax-
payers’ problem because the Federal
taxpayers would still be liable.

So I strongly object to this bill and
will work very aggressively to see that
this bill does not become law. I will be
happy to work with people. The unani-
mous consent request that was offered
said let’s move this bill with no amend-
ments. Wait a minute. If we are going
to move this bill, we will have lots of
amendments. Every Senator is entitled
to offer amendments. I may want to
have an amendment that says, let’s
eliminate the Government guarantee.
Let’s make it purely private. Why have
tier 1 benefits that are supposedly the
equivalent to Social Security—that is
what everybody says in railroad retire-
ment—but they offer benefits much
greater than Social Security.

In Social Security, the normal retire-
ment age is 65. The normal retirement
age in the railroad system right now is
62; and they take it to 60. But yet we
tell all of our constituents, your nor-
mal retirement age is 66—and now it is
going to 67—but just the opposite in
this bill. All the while we do it by cut-
ting payroll taxes. And there are a lot
of other benefit enhancements. A sur-
vivor benefit of 100 percent? There may
be some, but I have not found any pri-
vate pension plans that will allow sur-
vivor benefits of 100 percent. But I am
all for it as long as they pay for it.
Great. If a private company and their
employees have a benefit system that
says, here are your benefits for your re-
tirement system—so much on an annu-
ity, so much per month, or whatever—
if you pass away, your survivor gets
the same amount, fine, as long as they
pay for it.

I think what is wrong is if they start
asking us to pay for it, if they ask us
to guarantee it. If they want us to
make that the law of the land, where
the Federal Government is ultimately
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liable for it, then that is wrong. That is
what is in the bill before us.

So I am just amazed. We have asked
for hearings on the bill. This bill has
never had a hearing in the Senate, and
a good reason is that people would be
embarrassed. People would be embar-
rassed when you started asking inter-
esting questions, difficult questions to
the CEOs. They do not want to appear
before the Finance Committee. The ac-
tuaries do not want to appear before
the Finance Committee answering why
we should guarantee benefits that are
far in excess of everybody else’s private
pension system.

Why don’t we truly privatize it? Then
they can invest 100 percent of their
money in any investment they so de-
sire. I would love for that to happen.
Let them invest. I hope they make
great returns. But to give $15 billion—
and they pretend that is their money
when, in reality, for every year that
the railroad retirement system has
been in existence, more money has
gone out to beneficiaries than has
come in in payroll taxes. That means
Uncle Sam has been paying a lot, sub-
sidized the system a lot, I believe to
the tune of about $90 billion since the
1930s.

So to say, oh, we want that $15 bil-
lion, that is really ours, so we can go
out and invest it just like everybody
else does, kind of leaves a little bit
short the idea that Uncle Sam has been
subsidizing this system for a long time.
We still underwrite it and guarantee it.
It is still part of the law of the land.

Let’s change that. Let’s allow the
railroad retirees and the active em-
ployees and the railroads to have what-
ever pension system they want, desire,
and can afford, but let’s not pass a law
that says we will increase your bene-
fits, cut your taxes, and thank you
very much; Uncle Sam will guarantee
the outcome now and forevermore. I
think that is a serious mistake.

We have asked other countries, we
have encouraged other countries, to
move towards a market system, to
move towards the private sector, to
move to entrepreneurship, and yet,
with the railroad companies, we main-
tain this absurd idea that Government
knows best, Government should con-
trol it, Government should own it, and
Government should dictate it.

I think we should get out of that. I
want to turn them loose. I want the
employers and employees to work out
whatever is mutually advantageous
and affordable and let them pay for it.
Those are big companies. Those are big
unions. Those are people with good
jobs. Let’s make sure they have their
own good pension system, and let them
pay for it and not be asking Uncle Sam
to be guaranteeing it now and forever-
more.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank
Senator GRAMM and Senator NICKLES
for their comments and for their
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knowledge of the legislation. They are
on the Finance Commitee, which has
jurisdiction in this area. They know
the details of what is in the bill. A lot
of us have not had the time or are not
on the committee of jurisdiction to
study it as closely as they have.

It is interesting to note that this leg-
islation has been around for at least a
year. The Finance Committee could
have had hearings and could have
marked it up.

I think some of the major problems
that have been pointed out by the two
Senators who just spoke could have
been worked out through an amend-
ment process in the Finance Com-
mittee.

But lo and behold, to the surprise of
a lot of people, we are being told now
that the Democrats want to set aside
the stimulus package and move over to
railroad retirement. Where is the emer-
gency? We are at war and we are in a
recession. We ought to be working on
the Defense appropriations bill and an
economic stimulus package. And yet
we are going to delay one until—it ap-
pears, I guess, the Defense appropria-
tions bill will not come up before next
week. If we move over to this railroad
retirement legislation, which many
Senators support in concept, it will put
the stimulus package on a sidetrack,
on the back burner.

I think the timing is just not right.
We have been through 2% months of
difficult times. We have dealt with it
in a bipartisan, nonpartisan way. It has
not been easy, but we found a way to
come together, and yet now, when we
get to the point of discussing, How do
we provide an instant, positive impact
on the economy, how do we pass a
stimulative package that will have
economic growth effects and job cre-
ation, we cannot come together.

The House acted in a way in which,
obviously, many in the Senate do not
agree. But the Finance Committee, in-
stead of doing as we have always done
in the past, coming together in a bill
that has bipartisan votes, overwhelm-
ingly, as we did earlier this year in the
tax package, had a totally partisan
vote, right down partisan lines, on a
package that I guess is around $60 to
$65 billion and is $561 billion in expendi-
tures as it is offered.

So the Finance Committee reported
out a partisan bill and then added $15
billion for so-called homeland security
that has not been requested by the
President or his administration. There
have not been hearings on it. Just
voila, it was added to this package.
And to make matters worse, now we
are being told we should get off this
and go to a bill that is clearly not
going to help us in the war effort or in
stimulating the economy—a railroad
retirement bill. Then, after that, we
are going to go to an agriculture bill.
Supposedly, the Democratic leader will
try to do that. And there are going to
be objections to that. There are all
kinds of problems in that bill. It will
take quite some time. And then, and
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only then, would we go to the Depart-
ment of Defense appropriations bill?
And what happened to the stimulus
package?

To further the effort to see if we
can’t come together, I have just been
talking about some compromises we
could work out. Everybody agrees we
need additional unemployment com-
pensation. Nobody wants to block that.
The President has recommended and
we are prepared to go with 13 weeks of
unemployment compensation on top of
the 26 weeks that is already in the law.
We recognize that for people who have
lost their jobs who had insurance cov-
erage but who may have lost their in-
surance coverage, we have to find a
way for them to get that coverage. We
are prepared to do that.

We are prepared to add to the na-
tional emergency grant fund $5 billion
for the States to use to provide health
insurance coverage or other related as-
sistance. If in fact we have a State
where there has not been a significant
increase in unemployment, they could
use it for other health-related issues.
The Governors and the States would
like that very much.

One of the ways to make sure we
have an immediate impact on the econ-
omy—next month, not in the next 6
months or a year—is to take a serious
look at a proposal by Senator DOMENICI
and Senator BOND and others—an ap-
proach that has even been talked about
favorably by the ranking Democrat in
the House, Congressman RANGEL—to
have a payroll tax holiday. Say for the
next month employees and employers
would not have to pay the payroll tax.
Substitute that for the rebate checks
and for the alternative minimum tax
retroactive features. It is about an
equal amount of money. It would have
an immediate impact on money that
workers would have in their pockets
and that employers could benefit from,
the 6.2 percent they have to pay. It
would have an effect next month at
Christmastime.

If we are really serious, we can come
up with alternatives that will stimu-
late the economy. I challenge Senator
DASCHLE and our colleagues on both
sides of the aisle, let’s look for some
attractive alternatives. I prefer we
have a 30-percent bonus for deprecia-
tion, but we could compromise at 20
percent if it is there for multiple
years—3 years.

There is the art of getting this done.
After 2% months of finding a way to
make it happen in case after case,
counterterrorism, assistance for clean-
up and disaster assistance, with avia-
tion security, while they may not have
been perfect at all, we accomplished
them and the American people had a
very positive reaction.

Now, right before Christmas, we are
going to start drifting toward not
being able to come to a conclusion on
an economic growth package. This
would be a mistake.
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While I clearly have a long history of
being supportive of the railroad indus-
try, the workers in the railroad indus-
try—I support trying to have a viable
railroad industry in this country; I
have been supportive of Amtrak even
to the criticism of some of my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle—I
think if we start moving into this area
in the way that is being suggested, if
we try to bring this bill up and basi-
cally just push the stimulus off the
table, that will be a mistake. I oppose
that.

I would be willing to work in the Fi-
nance Committee to come up with a
bill that would get the job done prop-
erly, but not this bill and not in this
way, and not at the expense of the
stimulus package and completing our
work in the appropriations area, par-
ticularly the Department of Defense.
We are at war. We have an economic
slowdown bordering at least on a reces-
sion. That is what we should focus on.
Help our troops in the field and help
our workers in their jobs.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
to compliment the Republican leader. I
am speaking in terms of what I see him
doing today. The Republican leader has
concluded that for some reason the
Democratic leader wants to take the
economic stimulus package away from
the Senate.

Instead of continuing with it, if it is
as important as everyone says, we have
a whole new piece of legislation requir-
ing very lengthy debate when, as a
matter of fact, whether you are for it
or against it, it can be done in due
course. It need not be done today or
the day after tomorrow or next week.
As a matter of fact, it could be done as
the first or second item of business
next year, and it would make no dif-
ference whatsoever.

Instead, what will make a difference,
in addition to taking care of our
troops—and our military in every re-
spect will soon get an appropriations
bill; if nothing else happens, that will
happen; that issue is going to be taken
care of, that big commitment—the sec-
ond and equally as important commit-
ment is to stimulate the American
economy so that the working men and
women who are unemployed can look
out there at America and say: They are
hiring people back. We were just read-
ing the new statistics and instead of
800,000 jobs lost, we have an increased
250,000 or 300,000. We are on the way up,
so that everyone who participates in
this economy, from the smallest equity
owner and the smallest employee in
the American free enterprise system to
a highly paid high-tech employee—so
that they can all receive encourage-
ment from their Government to spend,
to buy things they might need.

A very simple way to do it, along
with the wonderful ideas that have
been worked out heretofore by Sen-
ators on both sides of the aisle—I will
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speak for the way you get money into
the hands and pockets of American
working men and women and their em-
ployers. That is called the payroll tax
holiday. Perhaps it would be fairer to
call that the Domenici piece and say
that is what my amendment was trying
to do.

The other items our distinguished
minority leader brought forward are
part of the various stimulus packages
that have been discussed. Some are in
the centrist package wherein one of the
leaders was OLYMPIA SNOWE coming up
with some of these great ideas. They
are hers. They are centrist Senators.
Some of them—not too many—are in
the Democratic bill that is pending
that would be replaced. But there are
not very many that are comparable;
there are a few.

It is absolutely imperative that we
ask honestly and forthrightly of those
who know the American economy what
will do the most good to put America
back to work.

The best social program in the world
remains even today a good, solid job.
There is no social welfare program in
America that comes anywhere close to
that. People who get good jobs, steady
jobs, steady paychecks, for the most
part have health insurance and the
like.

So what is the best thing for Amer-
ican working men and women with
children and families and who want to
buy a car so they can start going to the
mountains or taking their children out
camping, whatever it may be? For
them to have confidence in the econ-
omy and have money to spend; you
can’t beat those two in America. If you
can find confidence in the American
people and money in their pockets, you
have a vibrant American economy.

You can’t have everybody employed
because that does not work in our sys-
tem. But we were down to 3.9 percent
unemployment for a significant period
of time. Everybody was very thrilled.

Yesterday we received an economic
evaluation from a very powerful group
that said this economic downturn has
been of long duration. I myself have
spoken in the Chamber monthly or
every 6 weeks or so; I said the economy
started coming down 13 months ago.
That is now verified by experts. It
started then.

I also kept saying, don’t argue about
the word ‘‘recession’ or is it there yet;
it is not good. And if it isn’t there yet,
it will be there in a couple months.
Why don’t we get on with doing some-
thing to help the economy.

Yesterday that same very powerful
economic group said we have been in a
recession since March. We don’t have
to argue anymore; we are in a reces-
sion. Whether we stay there for a few
more months or 6 months or a year is
very important. The sooner we can
start coming out of it and get closer to
neutral, where we are not growing and
not going up or down, then we will
break out of that and start down the
positive track of recovery, which
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means more jobs, more opportunity,
more confidence, and more money in
the pockets of our people.

Our distinguished Republican leader
said to a group of us, we ought to talk
about the fact that we don’t need to go
on to another bill; we ought to stay
hitched to the economic recovery plan,
the stimulus package, and get it done.

I will send to the desk the principal
components of the proposal he and I
and others have put forth today. It is
called ‘““‘Amendment to House Stimulus
Bill.” It is there for people to read and
puruse.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

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

AMENDMENT TO HOUSE STIMULUS BILL,
NOVEMBER 26, 2001

A. Stimulus proposal for rewarding work:

1. Marginal Rate Cuts: Accelerate into 2002
reduction of the 28% tax bracket to 25%.

B. Stimulus for encouraging investment:

1. Bonus Expensing: Enhance expensing of
capital expenditure with 20% bonus deprecia-
tion (3-year sunset).

2. AMT Repeal: Repeal corporate alter-
native minimum tax on a prospective basis.

C. Relief for low and middle-income Ameri-
cans:

1. Payroll Tax Holiday: Offer workers one-
month (December) holiday from Federal pay-
roll taxes while holding federal trust funds
harmless.

D. Expand the safety net for working
Americans:

1. Extended Unemployment Benefits. Pro-
vide additional 13 weeks of unemployment
benefits to worker who exhaust their stand-
ard benefits after September 11.

2. Additional National Emergency Grants.
Provide governors with additional $5 billion
in Emergency Block Grants for health insur-
ance coverage and other related assistance.

Total first year stimulus and assistance:
$100 Billion.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this
would be a $100 billion stimulus in the
first year, and if we include the holiday
for 1 month, when the American people
will begin to see hope, when the pay-
checks go up, even if it is only for 1
month, and when their employers get
to keep 6.2 percent in their treasury to
use for other things, what could be bet-
ter?

I urge our Democratic friends to take
a look at it. This Senator has talked to
many Democrats prior to today about
this proposal, maybe as many as 15. As
a general matter, most of them
thought it was an exciting idea. I will
not go beyond that because far be it ap-
propriate for me to characterize it be-
yond saying they certainly gave me en-
couragement.

I do not believe people are free today
to go to meetings and speak their piece
because they are all tied up in entan-
glements of commitments. They have
commitments to the old package, to
the new package, to the centrist pack-
age, to the Democratic package that
came out of committee. Unless you can
get on board the group that supports
one of those, you cannot get a package
for America.

The lines established for those var-
ious groupings in the Senate should
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disappear, and those who lead them
should go to a meeting, be it with the
Democratic leader or both leaders, and
say: Let’s ask the Finance Committee
to put forth a bipartisan effort for the
next few days. Here are all the issues.
They are all boiled down to five or six
issues. The rest is detail.

I believe if they went there with the
right spirit—that we really need to do
this, that it is far more important than
anything else other than to make sure
we appropriate the money needed for
our military around the world and at
home—we will not let the American
people down.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JOHNSON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise in strong support of this
legislation, a bill to substantially re-
vise and modernize the railroad retire-
ment system, a system that was estab-
lished in the dark days of the Great De-
pression. I also commend our leader-
ship for bringing this important matter
before the Senate in the closing days of
this session. The fact that this body is
willing to take the time to consider
this measure during these critical days
highlights the importance of this issue
to both rail labor and management.
Swift passage of the bill is essential to
the continued vitality of our rail indus-
try, and I urge the Senate to act on it
without delay.

Two of the giants of our Nation’s rail
industry have roots in my State of Ne-
braska. The headquarters of the Union
Pacific Railroad is located in Omaha.
And the Burlington Northern main-
tains a major presence in the State,
with over 8,500 employees in Nebraska
alone. One stretch of Burlington’s line
located in Nebraska is the busiest rail
segment in the world; coal unit trains
traverse Nebraska constantly, pro-
viding energy to meet the Nation’s
needs.

In this case, management and labor
of the Union Pacific Railroad and the
Burlington Northern have worked co-
operatively over a period of several
years to develop this legislation and to
build wide support for it here in Con-
gress. The House has acted on it over-
whelmingly, in three separate votes,
and it is now time for the Senate to
move it forward. It enjoys strong bipar-
tisan support in both Chambers, and we
simply cannot afford to delay the bill
when we all know it will pass easily,
especially when we have so much other
important work to do, and so little
time in which to do it. It is time for
the Senate to act.

This bill introduces tried and true in-
vestment techniques into the railroad
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retirement system. It represents a way
to make better use of the resources
built up by the contributions of rail
employees and employers to the sys-
tem. Approximately $17 billion in re-
tirement funds will, for the first time,
be invested as normal, modern pension
plans are, diversified among different
types of investments, instead of locked
into safe but low-yield Federal bonds.
This simple change will permit the op-
portunity for better benefits and lower
contributions for our rail workers, and
give the industry the opportunity to
take more responsibility for its own
pension system.

For the first time, the law will now
automatically regulate the amount of
contributions going into the system in
response to the actuary’s estimate of
the amount of reserves in the system.
Under present law, if reserves falter,
the Congress must step in and create
new legislation to either reduce bene-
fits or raise taxes, or both—a cum-
bersome mechanism to accomplish an
unpopular task. This bill provides a
much more streamlined means of deal-
ing with such a contingency, without
Government involvement. Industry and
labor both support this automatic pro-
vision, because they know that the in-
vestment markets, in the long run, will
be more productive for the system than
a steady diet of only Federal bonds.

One of the most compelling argu-
ments for this legislation is that it will
improve the lot of widows and wid-
owers of retired railroad employees.
Under current law, they watch their
monthly compensation decline by two-
thirds once their spouse passes away.
This is not only antiquated, it is an un-
bearable burden on some of our elderly.
It is a throwback to a time when the
system was in difficult straits and
could not afford more. Today the sys-
tem can afford to do better than this, if
railroad retirement reform is enacted.
The bill will provide the surviving
spouse 100 percent of what the deceased
former rail employee was entitled to in
his or her own right. There are 50,000
retirees affected in one way or another
by this one provision.

There is one other important element
of the bill. The industry will now be
permitted to reduce the very heavy
payroll tax burden it now carries to
provide benefits under the system
through a 3-percentage-point drop in
contributions, phased in over three
years. This aspect of the bill will re-
move a real disincentive to hire new
employees or to replace those who re-
tire. It will free up capital for other
worthwhile expenditures. And as we
continue to strive to reach agreement
on an economic stimulus package, we
all can recognize that this benefit is es-
pecially important during this time of
economic downturn.

I do not intend to go into all the im-
provements and the modernization
that has been written into this bill at
this time. There will be adequate time
for a full explanation of the bill as de-
bate progresses. But I want to once
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again stress the need for the Senate to
move this measure forward. The Na-
tion’s railroad retirees and their fami-
lies need us to act. The Nation’s rail
industry can help our economic recov-
ery if we act. And the Nation’s citizens
expect us to act.

I appreciate the opportunity to make
these important points today, and I
urge the Senate to act as quickly as
possible.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to address the Sen-
ate for 10 minutes.

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

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I had
the privilege of presiding over the Sen-
ate during the last hour and listening
to debate on two measures, including
the measure the Senator from Ne-
braska has raised, the change in the
railroad retirement system. We had
considerable discussion on the eco-
nomic stimulus package which has
been debated in the Senate and passed
in the House. I will take a few minutes
and share a word about each of these.

The Senator from Nebraska was a
Governor and a former insurance com-
missioner of his State. In my previous
life, I served as Governor of my State
and also State treasurer. During that
period of time we established the first
cash management system for the State
of Delaware. We had good, sound, pro-
gressive policymaking with respect to
pension investments. We took a pen-
sion system that was not funded, a pay-
as-you-go system, fully amortized it
and strengthened the State’s financial
condition considerably. Basically, the
State had money in accounts that did
not earn much at all, the equivalent in
some cases of Treasury rates, and we
ended up developing a policy that en-
abled us to invest those moneys at
market rates in things other than U.S.
Treasurys or CDs of the bank.

Part of what is proposed in this rail-
road retirement plan is: Take the
money that has been set aside, paid
into by the railroads themselves and by
the railroad employees; that can only
be invested in U.S. Treasury obliga-
tions. Let’s give them the oppor-
tunity—not imprudently, but under the
kinds of safeguards we have in Dela-
ware, Nebraska, and South Dakota, as
well, for State pension moneys—to in-
vest those moneys on behalf of railroad
employees, pensioners, and their sur-
vivors, in something other than U.S.
Treasury obligations.

If you look at the performance of mu-
tual funds, the stock market, the cor-
porate bond market, over time they
will outperform Treasurys. Under that
plan, given a prudent investment pol-
icy, we will be able to see a higher rate
of return from those investments than
currently realized in the investments
under the current railroad retirement
plan.

We could have a good debate, and we
ought to, about some other aspects of
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this bill—which I cosponsored and I
very much want to see come to the
floor for debate and discussion. Some
of our colleagues have raised concerns
about reducing the retirement age for
those under the railroad retirement
plan from 62 to 60.

We could have a legitimate discus-
sion over whether that reduction
should be a graduated reduction to see
if the money in the pension fund holds
up. We could have a good discussion
and debate about that. We ought to. We
could have a good discussion about the
issue of whether or not we ought to re-
duce all at once the payroll tax paid by
the employers by the railroads. Maybe
that is a reduction that should be
phased in over a longer period of time.
Again, this is a perfect issue to debate
and seek middle ground. We should
have a debate over whether or not the
survivor benefits should go imme-
diately to 100 percent of the benefit of
the deceased railroad retiree or wheth-
er that, again, should be phased up
over time.

Railroad retirement is not Social Se-
curity. It is not the same as Social Se-
curity. I don’t believe it was ever in-
tended to be. Railroad retirement pre-
dates Social Security and has been
around longer than Social Security.
There are two aspects of railroad re-
tirement, one called tier 1, which is
comparable to Social Security.

But another aspect is called tier 2,
which provides, if you will, more of a
private sector dimension. What we
have in railroad retirement is a hybrid
of Social Security and a private pen-
sion plan.

People say we cannot make some of
the changes that are envisioned here
with the railroad pension plan because
they are not consistent with what we
are doing in Social Security. A lot of
private retirement plans let people re-
tire at age 60. A lot of private retire-
ment plans allow employees to retire
with benefits after 30 years of service.
A lot of them provide that benefit at
age 60 with 30 years of service, and that
is what is being proposed here.

We can, I guess, debate for some time
whether or not this is the right time to
bring this issue up. It is not a partisan
issue. It has been suggested it is par-
tisan and divisive. It is not a partisan
issue. I believe 380 Members of the
House voted for this bill earlier this
year. There are 74 cosponsors to the
measure in the Senate. The cosponsors
come from both sides of the aisle. This
is not a partisan issue. This is a bipar-
tisan issue which seems to enjoy pretty
good support in both Houses of the
Congress, and also has the
attractiveness, at least to me, that
both rail labor and the railroads them-
selves support this bill.

Enough on this measure. We are
going to have a vote on cloture. We
will have an opportunity to vote
whether or not to move to the bill. I
hope we do, and I hope when we do we
will have an opportunity to actually
discuss and debate some of the issues
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that our Republican friends have raised
earlier this afternoon. I think we can
find some middle ground that augurs
well for those who are working in the
railroad industry, those who are re-
tired from the railroad industry and for
their survivors, and one that is not un-
fair to the taxpayers of this country.

Let me mention one other thing be-
fore I yield my time and that is on the
economic stimulus package. This is a
debate and an issue which cries out for
a reasonable compromise. Several of
the elements of a reasonable com-
promise have been suggested today. I
want to go back to them, if I may.

Senator DOMENICI, along with Sen-
ator CORZINE and others, has come for-
ward with I think a perfectly reason-
able proposal on a payroll tax holiday
whereby for 1 month neither employers
nor employees would pay the Social Se-
curity payroll tax. The employees
would keep that money in their pay-
checks. It would help people who are
poor and also people who are not poor,
but it would disproportionately help
people at the lower end of the income
spectrum. In addition, the employers
would not pay their share of the pay-
roll tax. It would help those businesses
that are small and those that are not
so small. I think disproportionately it
might help those that are small more
than those that are large. That idea,
the idea of a payroll tax holiday for 1
month, if it were offered in lieu of the
proposal to provide additional payroll
tax rebate checks, in lieu of an expe-
dited reduction in the 27 percent rate,
and in lieu of an expedited expansion of
the 10-percent bracket—that idea could
be a very good compromise to bring Re-
publicans and Democrats together.

The payroll tax holiday has the
added virtue, frankly, of helping
States. Like other employers, States
pay payroll taxes for their State em-
ployees. If they had a 1-month holiday,
it would help most States. My State is
not hurting as badly as others. The un-
employment rate is well below average,
but we are hurting too, and my guess is
so is South Dakota and others. A pay-
roll tax holiday would also provide
money in the pockets of people who are
very likely to spend it, and we need
some of that stimulus.

Another of the elements I want to
mention today to provide a bridge be-
tween Democrats and Republicans on
economic stimulus deals with what is
called bonus depreciation, accelerated
depreciation for capital investments
that are made over the next 1, 2, or 3
years. Several principles were outlined
for us in an agreement adopted earlier
this fall by Democratic and Republican
leaders of the House and Senate Budget
Committee. Among those principles
that were agreed to are these: the eco-
nomic stimulus package should have
an immediate impact; it should not
have a long-term adverse consequence
for a balanced budget; and it should be
temporary in nature. The leaders of the
budget committees agreed that all
measures in the stimulus package
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should sunset in one year, to the ex-
tent practicable. If we take those three
criteria and look at this notion of ac-
celerated depreciation in order to stim-
ulate capital investment, I think a
compromise lies between what the
House has agreed to and what the Sen-
ate is contemplating.

If you look at the history of the last
12 months or so in this country as our
economy has wound down, one of the
things that has happened is we have
seen a drying up of capital investment.
There is a proposal offered by our Re-
publican friends that says let’s provide
a 30-percent writeoff, 30-percent bonus
depreciation for investments made
over a 3-year period for companies that
make those kinds of investments.

Senator BAUCUS, in his proposal, said
we should provide a 10-percent depre-
ciation bonus over a 12-month period of
time. There is plenty of room to com-
promise between 10 percent and 30 per-
cent, and I suggest 20 percent might be
that compromise for accelerated depre-
ciation, bonus depreciation if you
would. As for the time period, we
should stay true to the 1-year figure, as
Senator BAUCUS has proposed and as
the budget committee leadership sug-
gested.

The third measure I have to offer as
a compromise between Democrats and
Republicans deals with a proposal I
heard from Senator COLLINS of Maine
and Senator LIEBERMAN of Connecticut
that we adopted in the Congress before
I got here, in 1993. It is a proposal to
encourage investment in small cap
companies, those whose capitalization
is $50 million or less. Those who hold
investments in these companies—secu-
rities issued by those companies, issued
for 5 years—the 1993 law promised a re-
duction by one-half in the capital gains
tax. As it turns out, because of the al-
ternative minimum tax that is in
place, the practical effect of the incen-
tive offered by the 1993 law is for the
most part moot. There is just not much
of an incentive anymore, especially
when the capital gains rate is taken
down to 20 percent.

I offer this. Look at a proposal of-
fered by Senator COLLINS, cosponsored
by Senator LIEBERMAN, to make the
1993 law work. That proposal says let’s
make the 1993 law work by taking
away the effect of the alternative min-
imum tax for those who make invest-
ments in accordance with the 1993 law.

Those are three potential com-
promises which I think might bring us
a little closer together as we try to
work out some compromises. I hope we
can get to work on this Railroad Re-
tirement Act and hammer something
out on that as well.

I yield my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I appreciate
the remarks of the Senator from Dela-
ware. I agree it is something on which
we need to move forward.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. REID. I now move to consider
the nomination of William Baxter of
Tennessee to be a member of the Board
of Directors of the Tennessee Valley
Authority, and I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion. The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from North Dakota (Mr. CONRAD),
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
EDWARDS), and the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) are necessarily
absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SPEC-
TER) and the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. SMITH) are necessarily ab-
sent.

I further announce that if present
and voting the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. SMITH) would vote
uyea.n

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 95,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 342 Leg.]

YEAS—95

Akaka Dorgan Lugar
Allard Durbin McCain
Allen Ensign McConnell
Baucus Enzi Mikulski
Bayh Feingold Miller
Bennett Fitzgerald Murkowski
B@den Frist Murray
Bingaman Graham Nelson (FL)
Bond Gramm Nelson (NE)
Boxer Grassley Nickles
Breaux Gregg Reed
Brownback Hagel Reid
Bunning Harkin Roberts
Burns Hatch ober

Rockefeller
Byrd Helms Santorum
Campbell Hollings
Cantwell Hutchinson Sarbanes
Carnahan Hutchison Schumer
Carper Inhofe Sessions
Chafee Inouye Shelby
Cleland Jeffords Smith (OR)
Clinton Johnson Snowe
Cochran Kennedy Stabenow
Collins Kerry Stevens
Corzine Kohl Thomas
Craig Kyl Thompson
Crapo Landrieu Thurmond
Daschle Leahy Torricelli
Dayton Levin Voinovich
DeWine Lieberman Warner
Dodd Lincoln Wellstone
Domenici Lott Wyden

NOT VOTING—5

Conrad Feinstein Specter
Edwards Smith (NH)

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. DORGAN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

———

NOMINATIONS OF WILLIAM BAX-
TER TO BE A MEMBER OF THE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the nomination of
William Baxter for both TV A positions
be confirmed en bloc, the motions to
reconsider be laid on the table en bloc,
the President of the United States be
immediately notified of the Senate’s
action, and the Senate return to legis-
lative session.

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

The nominations were considered and
confirmed en bloc as follows:

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

William Baxter, of Tennessee, to be a
Member of the Board of Directors of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority for the term expir-
ing May 18, 2011.

William Baxter, of Tennessee, to be a
Member of the Board of Directors of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority for the remainder of
the term expiring May 18, 2002.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in support of the confirmation of
Bill Baxter to be a member of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority’s Board of Di-
rectors.

The Tennessee Valley Authority has
played and will continue to play a crit-
ical role in the future of Tennessee and
the entire TVA region. TVA is the Na-
tion’s largest public power producer
serving over 8.3 million customers
through its 158 distributors with reve-
nues of $7 billion annually. In addition,
TVA manages the fifth largest river
system in the country.

Over the last 7 years as a Senator
from Tennessee, I have come to realize
that TVA is more than a power public
company, more than steward of a river
system, it is an integral part of the
valley’s economy and community.

An organization of this size with such
an important role must have the very
best leadership and management team
in place. The board must be able to
lead the organization into a future
which presents many challenges in-
cluding inevitable restructuring of the
electric industry, addressing air qual-
ity issues, and managing TVA’s debt.

I am pleased that President Bush has
nominated an individual who has the
experience and the skills to help lead
TVA into this dynamic future. In addi-
tion, I have known Bill for most of the
last decade and can personally attest
to his intelligence, integrity, and abil-
ity. Simply stated, Bill Baxter is the
right man for the job.

A TVA Director must fill three needs
for the agency that Bill Baxter fits ex-
ceptionally well: business acumen, a
commitment to public service, and
leadership skills that will benefit the
entire Valley. I will elaborate briefly
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on each of these. Bill is a business man,
and a good one, who for over 20 years
has shown he knows how to manage a
company and meet a bottom line. He is
chairman of Holston Gases, Inc., a dis-
tributor of propane, industrial, med-
ical, and laboratory gases. Holston
Gases, Inc., has eight distribution fa-
cilities throughout middle and east
Tennessee.

Bill is a public servant who knows
the importance of economic develop-
ment. He served as Commissioner of
the Tennessee Department of Economic
and Community Development for sev-
eral years, returning to his family
business early this year. During his
tenure in State government, Tennessee
achieved 3 consecutive years of record
private capital investment and job cre-
ation, shattering all previous records
and winning national acclaim.

Bill is also a community leader who
knows that a successful community
must have citizens who are willing to
give of themselves. That is why Bill
has served as United Way chairman,
board chairman for the Knoxville Zoo,
and in a variety of other civic and phil-
anthropic roles. He is also extremely
loyal to his college alma mater, Duke
University, where you will find him in
the stands during basketball season.

Bill’s energy knows no bounds; his
ability to assess a situation and make
good business decisions is second to
none; and as a life-long Tennessean, he
deeply cares about the Tennessee Val-
ley. For Bill Baxter, the opportunity to
serve on the TVA Board is a life-time
dream come true.

Bill’s background in business, gov-
ernment and as a community leader
will be a great addition to the TVA
Board, and I know he is looking for-
ward to joining Chairman Glenn
McCullough and Director Skila Harris
as quickly as possible. Mr. Baxter
comes before the Senate with my full
confidence and highest recommenda-
tion.

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to speak in morning business for
not more than 10 minutes.

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.

————

ENERGY SECURITY

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
wish to address some comments made
by the majority leader this morning.
Comments made by the majority lead-
er this morning indicated he was post-
poning consideration of energy legisla-
tion until next year. I do not believe
this is being responsive to the security
needs of this Nation. As we know, the
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