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The commissioners of Swain County

want that road completed. The people
of Swain County want that road com-
pleted.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the aforementioned letter
and resolution be printed in the
RECORD, following which I shall resume
my remarks.

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

NOVEMBER 9, 2001.
JESSE HELMS,
Dirksen Senate Building,
Washington, DC.

SENATOR JESSE HELMS: I again take this
opportunity to thank you for the continued
support you have showed for projects in
Swain County.

Attached is a statement, which you should
have received earlier, thanking you for the
work you have done on behalf of Swain
County and the North Shore Road.

Sincerely Yours,
JIM DOUTHIT,

Chairman, Swain County Commissioners.

SWAIN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

STATEMENT REGARDING THE APPROPRIATION OF
$16M FOR CONSTRUCTION OF AND IMPROVE-
MENTS TO THE NORTH SHORE ROAD

The Swain County Board of Commissioners
would like to thank Senator Jesse Helms,
Congressman Charles Taylor, and President
Bill Clinton for making available from the
Highway Trust Fund for Swain County 16
million dollars for construction of and im-
provements to the North Shore Road in
Swain County North Carolina.

With the completion of this road, the fed-
eral government will have fulfilled their con-
tract with Swain County known as the 1943
Agreement, then trust can be restored be-
tween Swain County and the federal govern-
ment. We feel this appropriation will go a
long way in helping Swain County.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, roads in
national parks are vital pieces of eco-
nomic infrastructure that fuel the en-
gines of economic growth. In fact, the
National Park Service itself recognizes
as much on its Web site. Let me quote:
‘‘Recreation travel accounts for 20 per-
cent of travel in the United States.
Park roads are a vital part of Amer-
ica’s transportation network, providing
economic opportunity and growth in
rural regions of the country. In addi-
tion to the park access, motor tourism
has created viable gateway commu-
nities en route. In some areas entire
economies are based on park road ac-
cess. Examples include communities
near Yellowstone, Glacier, and Great
Smoky Mountains National Parks, and
the Blue Ridge Parkway.’’

Why on Earth, then, are these eco-
nomic benefits denied to the people liv-
ing in the counties on the North Caro-
lina side of the Great Smoky Moun-
tains National Park? I will tell you
why. The Department of the Interior
and the National Park Service have
been held hostage by self-proclaimed
environmentalists and their sympa-
thizers in the Interior Department who
are horrified, obviously, by their pre-
tended apprehension that environ-
mental Armageddon will somehow re-
sult from the construction of a simple

‘‘two-lane dustless road,’’ as specifi-
cally called for in the 1943 agreement,
signed by the Federal Government.

Mind you, this would be a Blue Ridge
Parkway-type road allowing for great-
er access on the North Carolina side of
the park just as long ago occurred on
the State of Tennessee side a few miles
west.

Additionally, according to the Na-
tional Park Service statistics, there
are 5,000 miles of paved roads and 3,000
miles of unpaved roads in the National
Park System of this country. My ques-
tion is, can anybody seriously suggest
that 30 more miles will cause an envi-
ronmental Armageddon? The thought
is laughable. Of course not. But that is
the ringing cry of these professional
environmentalists.

In fact, the Federal Government
began building the road back in 1963,
and did build 21⁄2 miles of it. In 1965,
they built another 2.1 miles. Then in
1969, they built an additional mile, plus
a 1,200-foot-long tunnel.

That was when, Mr. President, the
self-appointed environmentalists cre-
ated an uproar and forbade the Federal
Government from going further, which
has caused, by the way, economic prob-
lems for the four North Carolina coun-
ties surrounding the park that I am
talking about.

Road engineering has improved enor-
mously since that most recent section
was built in 1969. Many more improved
methods are now available to address
the concerns thrown up by these self-
appointed environmental opponents of
progress.

Let me make it clear, I have no prob-
lem with our Tennessee neighbors who
are ably represented by Senators FRIST
and THOMPSON, but I am obliged, as a
Senator from North Carolina, to em-
phasize some meaningful and relevant
statistics of the National Park Service.

In the 2000 report, which has the
most recent statistics available, the
Park Service stated that 4,477,357 visi-
tors came to the North Carolina side of
the park, while 5,698,455 visitors came
to the Tennessee side of the park. Of
course, for anybody who wants to fig-
ure it out, it is a difference of 1,221,098
visitors.

Additionally, according to the latest
available retail sales per capita figures
from the U.S. Census Bureau, the four
Tennessee counties surrounding the
park have averaged $9,431.25, but the
average for the four North Carolina
counties that need that road for more
tourists to come there have averaged
$7,964.00, a difference of $1,467.25, if you
want to get down to the penny.

The North Carolina State average is
$9,740.00 per capita, and the Tennessee
State average is $9,448.00 per capita.
The four Tennessee counties sur-
rounding the park averaged just $16.75
under the Tennessee State average.
The four North Carolina counties, on
the other hand—the four counties of
which we are talking about in terms of
building this road along the north
shore of Fontana Lake—come in

$1,776.00 under the North Carolina aver-
age.

Now then, these figures are among
countless indications of the inequities
between the North Carolina side and
the Tennessee side of the Great Smoky
Mountains National Park.

Let me assure the Administration of
this: I have met with the distinguished
Director of the National Park Service,
Fran Mianella and she is a very pleas-
ant lady—to let her know that this is a
significant issue with citizens of west-
ern North Carolina who have been ne-
glected.

I am hopeful she and Secretary Nor-
ton will give this matter their highest
priorities and will continue to move
this project well away from those who
have for too long been holding it hos-
tage.

I will continue my opposition to a
Federal buyout of the Federal Govern-
ment’s commitment in 1943 to the citi-
zens of Swain County and western
North Carolina. I commend the com-
missioners of Swain County for stand-
ing flatfooted against it as well.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and
yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak in morn-
ing business for 5 minutes.

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

f

GINA’S LAW
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have

today written a letter to the Attorney
General and to the head of the Office of
Management and Budget expressing my
great concern over regulations that
should now have been in place as a re-
sult of a law that was signed by the
President last December. That law
would have required regulations to be
published by the Justice Department in
July. No such regulations have been
published.

Here is the background of this issue.
I, along with my colleague, then-Sen-
ator John Ashcroft, authored legisla-
tion that became law, when signed by
the President, dealing with the trans-
portation of violent criminals around
this country. Private companies have
been contracted by State and local gov-
ernments to transport prisoners around
America from one prison and one loca-
tion to another.

These private companies were trans-
porting violent criminals, and all too
often those criminals were walking
away. We decided the companies that
were hauling violent offenders were not
adhering to standards or regulations
and there should be some regulations.
The President signed a bill, authored
by myself and then-Senator Ashcroft,
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establishing regulations with respect
to private companies that are trans-
porting violent prisoners.

The law is called Gina’s bill. It is
named for an 11-year-old girl in Fargo,
ND, who was murdered brutally by a
man named Kyle Bell. Kyle Bell was
being sent to a prison in Oregon after
being convicted of first-degree murder,
being transported by a private com-
pany in a bus. They stopped for gas.
One guard was asleep; the other appar-
ently went in to get a cheeseburger.
The other guard was filling the bus
with gasoline. Kyle Bell slipped out the
top vent of the bus, walked in street
clothes into a parking lot of a shopping
center and was gone for 3 months. They
found him. He is now in prison.

This has happened all too often: Vio-
lent offenders, including convicted
murders, walking away from private
companies that are transporting them.
There should have been regulations in
place in July of this year that establish
how these private companies are trans-
porting violent criminals. As for me, I
don’t believe any State or local govern-
ment should ever contract with a pri-
vate company to turn over a murderer
to be transported somewhere. Law en-
forcement officials ought to transport
convicted murderers.

As long as some State and local gov-
ernments are using private companies
for that transport, those private com-
panies ought to be subject to regula-
tion as is required by the law signed by
the President in December, regulations
such as what kind of restraints are
used, what color clothing is required to
be worn by the violent offender being
transported, the training of the guards,
and so forth.

Since July, when the regulation
should have been in effect, in Wis-
consin a private company was hauling
a violent criminal and that violent
criminal escaped and stabbed a law en-
forcement officer in the neck. Down
South, a private company was trans-
porting a violent offender. The violent
offender escaped and went on a bank
robbing spree.

When we passed the law, I told the
story of a retired sheriff and his wife
showing up at a prison to pick up five
convicted murderers with a minivan.
The warden said: You have to be kid-
ding; you and your wife are here to
pick up five convicted murderers to
transport them?

He was not kidding. They put them
in the minivan. Those five convicted
murderers escaped, of course. That is
why we wrote the law and why the
President signed it. That is why in
July the Justice Department had a re-
sponsibility to put the regulations in
place. To date, nearly 5 months later,
those regulations do not exist.

I have written to the Attorney Gen-
eral and the Office of Management and
Budget to say lives are at stake. The
public safety is at stake. Get this done
and get it done now.

This law, called Gina’s bill, named
after this wonderful 11-year-old girl

who was brutally murdered by Kyle
Bell, is a law designed to keep violent
offenders behind bars, keep them in the
arms of law enforcement officials, and
make certain if they are transported
by those other than law enforcement
officials, they are transported safely.

I don’t want any American family to
drive to a gas pump somewhere and
have a minivan drive up next to them
with a retired law enforcement officer
and his brother-in-law calling them-
selves a transport company hauling
three murderers in the back seat and
not having the basic safety standards
in place to make sure that transpor-
tation is safe. I don’t want any family
to come up to a gas station and have
that situation next to them and put
them at risk. That is why we wrote
this bill. That is why the President
signed it into law.

I hope my letter to the Attorney
General and the Office of Management
and Budget will stimulate them to do
what they should have done in the
month of July. I know there are rea-
sons that bureaucracies act in a slow
way and drag their feet from time to
time. There is no good reason for this
to have happened. I ask the Attorney
General for his cooperation. I ask the
head of the Office of Management and
Budget to cooperate. Get this done.
The Congress required you to do it
after 180 days. That was July. This is
December. It should have been done 5
months ago.

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

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

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the recess be
postponed for 10 minutes, and that the
Senate stand in recess following my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
f

ELECTION REFORM

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
wanted to come to the floor for a mo-
ment because I feel the need to talk
about a lot of unfinished business, as
we consider what remains for the bal-
ance of the time we have here. We will
be going into our caucus shortly.

This morning, prior to the opening of
our session, I held my daily news con-
ference and made mention of the fact
that among those issues that are of
greatest importance to us is the issue
of election reform. I don’t know of an-
other bill that is pending in this Con-
gress that has the unanimous support
of our caucus. It is rare that one ever
sees all of the members of our Caucus—
51 in this case—as cosponsors of a bill.

But election reform has that distinc-
tion. All 51 of our caucus members
have endorsed the bill introduced by
Senator DODD earlier this year.

The reason that they have endorsed
that bill unanimously is because of the
extraordinary degree of concern that
exists within our caucus about the
need for election reform as quickly as
possible. Because of the tragedy of Sep-
tember 11, and the crisis of being at
war, we haven’t had the opportunity to
focus on the many, many problems as-
sociated with the last presidential elec-
tion—not just in Florida, but across
the country.

The studies and the reports that have
been issued have made the problems
quite clear: outdated and unreliable
technology, confusing ballots, language
barriers, lack of voter education, lack
of poll worker training, and inaccurate
voting lists that prevented legiti-
mately registered voters from casting
ballots. All of those concerns were of
such gravity and magnitude that 6 mil-
lion voters across the country were
disenfranchised.

So it probably should not surprise
anybody that almost immediately fol-
lowing the beginning of this session of
Congress, Senator DODD went to work
as chairman of the Rules Committee.
He worked with Members on both sides
of the aisle in both the House and the
Senate to try to respond to the growing
awareness of how serious the situation
really is: how problematic, how incred-
ibly unfair, how undemocratic were the
results reflected in the degree of dif-
ficulty with our election processes—
while we should proclaim our democ-
racy with each and every election. So
as a result of just a tremendous
amount of work, Senator DODD and
members of the Rules Committee pro-
duced a bill that, as I said, generated 51
cosponsors.

I simply wanted to come to the floor
this afternoon to say this: If between
now and the end of this session, Sen-
ator DODD is able to reach an agree-
ment with our Republican colleagues
on a bill that we can bring to the floor
to address all of these issues, these se-
rious concerns, it is my intention to
bring it to the floor. If somehow that is
not possible and the negotiations con-
tinue, and we are able to reach an
agreement prior to the next session of
Congress, one of the very first pieces of
legislation I expect to bring up will be
election reform. If at any time during
the coming year that agreement can be
reached, my intention will be to bring
the agreement to the Senate floor very
quickly. But I will say this: Even ab-
sent an agreement, we will come to the
floor and we will have a debate about
election reform. We will make a com-
prehensive proposal to deal with this
issue. We have no choice. It will be part
of the agenda of the second session of
the 107th Congress.

I simply wanted to come to the floor
to emphasize that and relate my con-
cern, and the concern of a lot of mem-
bers of our caucus, about the impor-
tance of this issue, and reiterate our
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