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caused this collapse. I have lots of
ideas. That is history. What happened
happened. It is now time to go forward.
I urge my colleagues, after appropriate
rest and a break over the holidays,
when they are rested up, to come back
with renewed vigor and renewed dedi-
cation and perseverance to working to-
gether and, most important, listening
to the other side.

Too often we tend to talk, and we do
not listen enough. If we were to listen
a little more, even for a nanosecond, I
think that would be progress. I urge
my colleagues to listen to different
points of view next year.

Nevertheless, I think we should sal-
vage whatever we can, and part of that
is what is called the tax extenders.
These include matters that are very
important for the economy and for peo-
ple who are relying on them. One is the
work opportunity tax credit which
helps people find jobs.

The Joint Committee on Tax esti-
mates 450,000 to 525,000 will be hired
with this credit next year. It expires
this year. All provisions I mentioned
expire this year, and I think it is im-
portant to keep those in existence so
next year people can rely upon them.

Another is extending the qualified
zone academy bond that authorizes $400
billion in bonds to States in the cal-
endar year 2002. That is to renovate
schools and purchase equipment. That
expires this year and will terminate
unless this legislation I mentioned
passes.

A key point, and I urge my col-
leagues to listen to this, it is a matter
of confidence and certainty. These are
provisions upon which so many people
in our country depend. Over the years,
they have been on again, off again. It is
like a yo-yo.

It is no way to do business. People
need certainty, a little more than they
have today in these uncertain times, a
little more ability to predict the fu-
ture. If we could pass this legislation
tonight, extending the extenders, that
would enable people with more cer-
tainty to know they can count on an
existing law.

This is not new law. This is an exten-
sion of existing law. It is not right for
us to be not continuing that legislation
because, otherwise, we will wake up
next year, January 1 or 2, and these are
not in effect. There are many other of
them that are very good and, again, it
creates that uncertainty.

One, for example, is AMT for individ-
uals. That is the alternative minimum
tax credit. That is an extender. Accord-
ing to the Joint Committee on Tax,
900,000 Americans will be subject to the
AMT without this relief, as one of the
extenders we have.

Four hundred thousand of those will
be taxpayers with incomes between
$50,000 and $75,000. Those are really
middle-income Americans. If we do not
extend this extender, then those people
will be subject to the AMT tax.

In addition, this package includes an
extension of a GSP, that is a general-
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ized preference for trade. That is a
trade provision that is in the law
today. The Andean Trade Preference
Act extends that. It is in the law today,
in addition to trade adjustment assist-
ance.

I strongly urge my colleagues to
think of Americans and pass this re-
quest.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 33, H.R. 8; that
the Baucus substitute amendment at
the desk be agreed to; the bill as
amended be read a third time and
passed, and the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. NICKLES. Reserving the right to
object, I concur with many of the
statements my friend from Montana
made; it is very important for us to
work together more than we have done
in the last few months. The unanimous
consent request, if I am reading it cor-
rectly, says the Senate wants to sub-
stitute the extenders for H.R. 8, which
is the revenue package that passed
April 6. Is that correct?

Mr. BAUCUS. That is correct.

Mr. NICKLES. That package would
be a substitute for it? In other words,
this was a bill that would basically,
over a 10-year period of time, eliminate
the death tax, I believe, and the Sen-
ator wants to strike all that language
and put in a 2-year extender bill; is
that correct?

Mr. BAUCUS. This is 1 year. There is
no intention to repeal any of the tax
provisions that passed earlier this

year.

Mr. NICKLES. I am reading this as a
substitute for the House bill. I believe
it is a substitute for the House bill. If
the Senator modifies this and makes it
in addition to the House bill, at least
this Senator would not object. But if it
is striking the House bill, I feel con-
strained to object.

If the Senator is willing to move it,
in addition to the House bill, I will not
object at this time.

Mr. BAUCUS. I will respond to my
colleague that my intention is to take
up the bill that is already on the cal-
endar.

Mr. NICKLES. I know.

Mr. BAUCUS. And strike out the sub-
stance of it; take it up and pass it back
with these provisions.

I might answer my friend, this is the
procedure we have to follow in order to
pass these extenders.

Mr. NICKLES. Further reserving the
right to object, again I will object if it
is striking the House bill. The House
passed a bill with a good vote. I do not
remember exactly what it was. If it is
in addition to the House bill, I would
not object.

I ask my colleague—and I think I
hear the Senator saying he is not going
to—is it not the intent of the Senator
not to pass the House-passed bill? I was
hoping we could make a deal.

I might mention we might have to
notify a few other Senators before we
do this by unanimous consent.
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Mr. BAUCUS. I see. It is now more
clear to me what is happening.

Mr. NICKLES. My intention was, if
we want to repeal the death tax and
pass the extenders, this Senator would
have no objection. I am sure we could
whip it and see if there would be no ob-
jection.

Mr. BAUCUS. I understand. I am sure
the Senator would love to do that, and
I am also sure there would be other
Senators who would object.

Mr. NICKLES. The Presiding Officer
might like for us to do that.

Mr. BAUCUS. Given all the objec-
tions that approach will take, I was
asking the Senator to consider the ap-
proach I am suggesting.

Mr. NICKLES. Further reserving the
right to object, if the Senator is not
going to agree to pass the House-passed
language that passed in April with the
extenders language, then I ask the Sen-
ator to modify his request and let us
take up the stimulus package that did
have the extenders, that did have many
other provisions that would have
helped the unemployed, that did have
some things that would help stimulate
the economy, that did some things that
would help New York in addition to
what we have already done today. So I
ask my colleague to modify his re-
quest, let us take up the stimulus
package, the H.R. 3529, which was re-
ceived from the House.

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
quest be modified so that at first the
Senate would proceed to consideration
of H.R. 3529, which is the stimulus
package received by the House; the bill
be read a third time and passed, with
no intervening action or debate.

I would add, before the Chair rules,
the bill has extender language that my
colleague from Montana is requesting
and therefore it would accommodate
his request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator so modify his request?

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I believe
the Senator made a unanimous consent
request that would change my unani-
mous consent request, at least as I un-
derstand it. I ask the Senator if he will
modify his request to substitute the
stimulus bill that passed the Senate
Finance Committee instead of the bill
that passed the House.

Mr. NICKLES. I cannot agree to that.
I do not know if we are playing one-
upmanship. I would like to pass the bill
that passed the House. So I will not
agree to that.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President,
clear what is happening.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

Mr. NICKLES. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized.

————
BIOTERRORISM

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, there
are many important issues on the

it is
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agenda and the one that was being dis-
cussed is one of the most important,
but not the only. There is other busi-
ness that needs to get done before we
leave, which is an issue that is of great
concern and an issue I wanted to bring
to the attention of the Senators.

Before 1 get into that subject area,
which relates to families and children
and adoption, I want to thank the lead-
ership. I thank Senator KENNEDY and
Senator FRIST, the main sponsors of
the bioterrorism legislation, for agree-
ing in a colloquy submitted on behalf
of myself and Senator MCCONNELL from
Kentucky to add a provision that will
help all hospitals to call on FEMA
funds that may be available in the
event of another terrorist attack when
hospital resources are called on to as-
sist victims of those attacks or if the
hospitals are harmed themselves. 1
very much appreciate it because it
seemed to be an oversight in the legis-
lation.

As that bill moves to conference, I
particularly thank them for their sen-
sitivities to provide funding for all hos-
pitals in the event that that situation
were to occur. Of course, we are all
hopeful it does not and are working
very hard to see it does not, but I
thank them for agreeing.

———

TWELVE FAMILIES NEED CAM-
BODIAN VISAS TO BRING THEIR
CHILDREN HOME

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I
know the Senator from Ohio and others
are waiting to speak on other matters
before we leave, but last night there
was a troubling exposé done on a very
unfortunate circumstance, and that
circumstance involves 12 American
families who are stuck in Cambodia be-
cause they are unable to obtain visas
for their newly adopted children. They
are unable to get those visas to come
back to the United States safely with
these children to celebrate what would
have been a joyous homecoming on
these holidays.

We are all getting ready to join our
families and loved ones in our home
States for Christmas and for the holi-
days. It is not just parents being re-
united with children and children with
parents, but grandchildren, aunts, un-
cles, and cousins. This holiday season,
as we have all said, is going to be even
that much more special because of the
challenges before our Nation and the
events of September 11 and subsequent
events that make us realize how impor-
tant our families are to us and our
loved ones.

We are mindful as we leave today,
happy with some of the successes we
have had, of the pain and suffering that
will be felt during this holiday season
by 3,000 families and many more who
were directly affected, who will not
have a loved one present for the holi-
days.

For the record, there is not anything
I can offer at this moment—no piece of
legislation, no fix that I can offer at
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this moment—but it is my intention to
work with all the Senators and to work
with the INS, to work with the State
Department over the course of the next
several days and weeks and months, if
necessary, to make sure these Amer-
ican families can get the visas, take
their children safely and come to the
United States.

According to the INS and according
to the story and the details I know,
there is concern that there is fraud and
abuse in Cambodia and therefore that
is why the visas were not issued. I ac-
knowledge that, unfortunately, in the
whole area of adoption, both domestic
and international, there is some fraud
and abuse. We need to do everything we
can to make sure that fraud and abuse
is stamped out. This Senate, this
House, and this Congress, with the help
of President Clinton as well as Presi-
dent Bush and both State Departments
in the last administration and this ad-
ministration, are working diligently on
that.

We have passed a Hague treaty, an
international treaty aimed specifically
at making the system of adoption more
transparent, eliminating the middle-
man, reducing time, and encouraging
people to adopt children from all over
the world because there are so many
children who need a home and so many
families who want to add children to
their families, to build and strengthen
their families through adoption.

Denying visas to 12 American fami-
lies who pay their taxes, good commu-
nity citizens, people who are doing ev-
erything they think is right, and then
denying the visas is, I suggest, not the
right approach. I am hoping our INS,
with our new Commissioner, Mr.
Ziglar, who we all know very well and
who I have spoken to directly about
this issue, as well as the State Depart-
ment and Secretary Powell and others,
will look into this matter and come to
an understanding and agreement to
allow these children to come with their
families.

These children are 6 months to 31
months old. I have learned if children
are not adopted in Cambodia by the age
of 8, under the Cambodian rules and
regulations, children are not able to be
adopted. So there is an urgency. There
are time issues here. It is very impor-
tant to try to work through this situa-
tion to help these families who are
from Illinois, Pennsylvania, New York,
Maine, Virginia, Oklahoma, Wash-
ington, and Arizona; none from Lou-
isiana.

As the chair of the adoption caucus,
I bring this to the attention of the Sen-
ate. I will be working as much as I can
over the next weeks and months to
make sure this issue is resolved. There
are procedures that can be used to
focus on eliminating abuse and corrup-
tion but holding up families who have
gone through the process, sometimes
excruciating detail, without specific al-
legations of fraud in these individual
cases, is beyond where I think we need
to go.
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In conclusion, we need to promote
adoption, helping the system to be
transparent and encouraging people by
saying, it is not too long, it is not too
tough, it is not too difficult, and it is
worth it to bring some of these chil-
dren to our country and to provide per-
manency and love to so many who have
so little to hope for.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have these details printed in
the RECORD.

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

WHY THESE 12 NOTICES OF INTENT TO DENY

SHOULD BE REVOKED

The Consular Officials in Cambodia re-
viewed each child’s documents PRIOR to the
child being legally adopted under Cambodian
law. The documents were again reviewed by
Consular Officials prior to the parents being
notified that all was in order and scheduling
of their interviews. So the U.S. State De-
partment had two opportunities to identify
problems prior to the parents traveling to
Cambodia to bring home their child. These
children are now officially adopted by Amer-
ican citizens. To deny these children visas
for no specific, concrete reason, is to make
orphans out of these children all over again.

INS should revoke the Notice of Intent to
Deny Letters it issued in the recent Cam-
bodian cases for the following reasons.

1. INS did not conduct a case-by-case in-
vestigation.

INS has a policy to adjudicate cases on a
case-by-case basis. This policy is predicated
on the premise that each case has unique
facts, documents and circumstances. In re-
viewing the seven (7) Notice of Intent to
Deny Letters, the matters addressed are ex-
actly alike. The cases do not even reflect
correct information about the children and
their respective ages. Specifically, the let-
ters focus on children that are infants. How-
ever, in review of the children is issue, a sig-
nificant number of children are not infants.

One child is 31 months old;

One child is 25 months old;

One child is 23 months old;

One child is 20 months old;

One child is 10 months old;

Seven children are approximately 6 months
old; and

DOB May 8th 2001 and abandoned May 14
(Munson).

It is important to note that all of the chil-
dren have been in the Asian Orphanage Asso-
ciation for at least six (6) months. These
children have been processed through the
Cambodian judicial system and have been
adopted by American families in accordance
with the laws of Cambodia.

2. The investigation is flawed: INS only in-
vestigated cases that were facilitated by a
Cambodian man, Serey Puth—it did not in-
vestigate orphans from other orphanages or
children who came through other
facilitators; INS interviewed secondary
sources when persons holding primary roles
were available; faulty translations; and erro-
neous information in the Notice of Intent to
Deny.

(a) The only children that were targeted in
this investigation were children that has
been processed through a Cambodian
facilitator, Serey Puth. Children who were
placed through other orphanages and other
facilitators were not investigated.

(b) Generally, INS protocol is to conduct
extensive investigations. Statements are
taken under oath by competent investigators
and translators. Usually, primary parties are
interviewed. This did not occur in these
cases.
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