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soon to allow the Secretary of the Inte-
rior and the State of Wyoming to come
to some agreement in finding a value
for those lands by using an appraiser
upon which they agree and then work
out an arrangement to either trade
those lands for other Federal lands out-
side the park, trade them for mineral
royalties, or sell but come to some fi-
nancial arrangement.

I hope we can get some support for
something that will be useful to Grand
Teton National Park as well as the
State of Wyoming.

I think our time has expired. I yield
the floor.

f

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

f

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2001

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KYL). Under the previous order, the
Senate will now proceed to the consid-
eration of S. 1077, which the clerk will
report.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

A bill (S. 1077) making supplemental appro-
priations for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes.

Mr. BYRD. 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.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, today, the
Senate is debating S. 1077, the Supple-
mental Appropriations Act for Fiscal
Year 2001.

On June 1, 2001, President Bush asked
Congress to consider a supplemental
request for $6.5 billion, primarily for
the Department of Defense. The draft
supplemental bill that is before us to-
tals $6.5 billion, not one dime above the
President’s request—not one thin dime
above the President’s request. It con-
tains no emergency funding. The Presi-
dent has said that he will not support
such emergency spending, so the Com-
mittee has not included any emergency
designations in this bill. Unrequested
items in the bill are offset.

S. 1077 funds the President’s request
for additional defense spending for
health care, for military pay and bene-
fits, for the high costs of natural gas
and other utilities, for increased mili-
tary flying hours, and for other pur-
poses. The bill includes a net increase
of $5.54 billion for the Department of
Defense and $291 million for defense-re-
lated programs of the Department of
Energy.

While the Appropriations Committee
has approved most of the President’s

request for the Department of Defense,
I stress the importance of account-
ability for these and future funds. Fi-
nancial accountability remains one of
the weakest links in the Defense De-
partment’s budget process. Just last
month, the General Accounting Office
reported that, of $1.1 billion earmarked
for military spare parts in the fiscal
year 1999 supplemental, only about $88
million could be tracked to the pur-
chase of spare parts. The remaining $1
billion, or 92 percent of the appropria-
tion, was transferred to operations and
maintenance accounts, where the
tracking process broke down.

Perhaps a substantial portion of the
money appropriated for spare parts was
spent on spare parts; perhaps it was
not. But, given the way the money was
managed, nobody knows for sure and
that, it seems to me, is an unaccept-
able circumstance, because one thing
we do know for sure is that an ade-
quate inventory of spare parts is a key
component of readiness and the De-
fense Department apparently does not
have an adequate inventory of spare
parts. So we must do better in making
sure these dollars for spare parts go for
spare parts.

The supplemental funding bill before
us today includes another $30 million
for spare parts, this time specifically
for the Army. As former President
Reagan would have said, here we go
again. To forestall a repeat of the prob-
lems that arose in accounting for spare
parts expenditures provided in the fis-
cal year 1999 supplemental, the com-
mittee, at my request, approved report
language requiring the Secretary of
Defense to follow the money and to
provide Congress with a complete ac-
counting of all supplemental funds ap-
propriated for spare parts. The intent
of this provision is to ensure that
money appropriated by Congress for
the purchase of spare parts does not
get shifted into any other program.

The supplemental appropriations
bill, as reported by the Senate Appro-
priations Committee, provides $300 mil-
lion for the Low Income Energy Assist-
ance Program, an increase of $150 mil-
lion above the President’s request, to
help our citizens cope with high energy
costs. The bill also includes $161 mil-
lion that was not requested for grants
to local education agencies under the
Education for the Disadvantaged Pro-
gram in response to the most recent
poverty and expenditure data. Also
provided is $100 million as an initial
United States contribution to a global
trust fund to combat AIDS, malaria,
and tuberculosis. In addition, $92 mil-
lion requested by the President for the
Coast Guard is included, as is $115.8
million requested for the Treasury De-
partment for the cost of processing and
mailing out the tax rebate checks.

In addition, the bill includes $84 mil-
lion for the Radiation Exposure Trust
Fund to provide compensation to the
victims of radiation exposure. We
thank Senators DOMENICI and BINGA-
MAN for their leadership in assisting

those who were involved in the mining
of uranium ore and those who were
downwind from nuclear weapons tests
during the Cold War.

The Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee’s bill includes a number of offsets
to pay for these additional items. Mem-
bers should be on notice that, with pas-
sage of this bill, we are at the statu-
tory cap for budget authority in Fiscal
Year 2001. I say to colleagues on both
sides of the aisle that any amendments
that are offered will need to be offset.
Exceeding the statutory cap could re-
sult in an across-the-board cut in all
discretionary spending, both for de-
fense programs and for non-defense
programs. I urge Members to avoid the
spectacle of a government-wide seques-
ter by finding appropriate offsets for
amendments.

There is another reason to insist on
offsets for any additional spending.
During debate on the recent tax-cut
bill, I argued that the tax cuts con-
tained in that bill could return the
Federal budget to the deficit ditch. I
stressed that the tax cuts were based
on highly suspect ten-year surplus esti-
mates and that if those estimates
proved illusory, the tax-cut bill would
result in spending the Medicare sur-
plus. Now, before the ink is even dry on
the President’s signature on that tax
bill, we may find ourselves headed back
into the deficit ditch and headed in the
direction of cutting into the Medicare
surplus.

Our distinguished Chairman of the
Senate Budget Committee, KENT
CONRAD, has prepared an analysis of
the budget picture for Fiscal Year 2001,
the current fiscal year, based on recent
economic projections from the Presi-
dent’s own Director of the National
Economic Council, Lawrence Lindsey.
The tax-cut bill reduced the surplus by
$74 billion in Fiscal Year 2001 alone. As
a result, Chairman CONRAD is pro-
jecting a raid on the Medicare Trust
Fund in Fiscal Year 2001 of $17 billion.

Any efforts to increase spending in
this bill without offsets will only make
this problem worse.

The President asserted in his Budget
Blueprint that the authority of the
Congress and the President to des-
ignate funding as an emergency has
been abused. The Administration has
indicated in its Statement of Adminis-
tration Policy of June 19, 2001, that the
President does not intend to designate
the $473 million of emergency funding
contained in the House-passed bill as
emergency spending.

The administration further states
that, ‘‘emergency supplemental appro-
priations should be limited to ex-
tremely rare events.’’ The Senate sup-
plemental bill contains no emergency
designations. Nonetheless, I do believe
that it is appropriate for Congress and
the President to use the emergency au-
thority from time to time in response
to natural disasters and other truly
unforseen events in the nature of disas-
ters.
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As I mentioned earlier, this supple-

mental appropriations bill provides im-
mediate relief through the Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Program,
LIHEAP, for American families being
hit hard by this energy crisis. More-
over, it includes funding to help edu-
cate our most needy students through
the Education for the Disadvantaged
Program. To help offset the cost of
these two supplementals, a rescission
of unallocated dislocated worker funds
under the Workforce Investment Act
was also included in the committee
bill.

The States have accumulated a large,
unexpended balance of dislocated work-
er funds due to start-up delays with the
Workforce Investment Act of 1998.
These funds are estimated to exceed
$600 million for the program year that
ended on June 30, 2001. Although the re-
scission of dislocated worker funds will
reduce the Fiscal Year 2001 appropria-
tion from $1.59 billion to $1.37 billion,
the Labor Department projects that
the carryover funds from the previous
program year will more than offset the
rescission. Federal funding, including
carryover balances, will actually in-
crease by $423 million in program year
2001, or 25 percent above the level for
program year 2000.

Furthermore, report language was in-
cluded in the supplemental appropria-
tions bill expressing the Senate Appro-
priations Committee’s support for the
Workforce Investment Act, the dis-
located worker program, and the com-
mittee’s intent to carefully monitor
the need for enhanced job-training
services. Should it be determined that
additional funds are needed, the Appro-
priations Committee will do all it can
to ensure that sufficient funds are in-
cluded in the Fiscal Year 2002 Depart-
ments of Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education, and Related
Agencies Appropriations bill.

Pursuant to the unanimous consent
agreement, Senator STEVENS and I will
be offering a managers’ amendment
that contains a number of amendments
that have been agreed to by both sides.
One of the items in the managers’
amendment is an amendment of mine
to provide $3 million to hire additional
USDA inspectors to promote the proper
treatment of livestock. Another item
would provide $20 million to help farm-
ers in the Klamath Basin in Oregon and
California. The cost of these and other
provisions contained in the managers’
amendment is fully offset.

I have noted in the press recently
some stories that greatly concern me. I
believe the American people are con-
cerned and are becoming increasingly
sensitive to the treatment of animals.
Reports of cruelty to animals through
improper livestock production and
slaughter practices have hit a nerve
with the American people. The recent
announcements by major food outlets,
such as McDonalds, that they would
only buy products from suppliers that
could assure certain levels of humane
animal treatment speak volumes to
changes in public expectations.

The managers’ amendment will pro-
vide an additional $3 million through
the USDA Office of the Secretary for
activities across three department mis-
sion areas to protect and promote hu-
mane treatment of animals. Of the $3
million provided, no less than $1 mil-
lion is directed to enforcement of the
Animal Welfare Act, under which
standards for livestock production, lab-
oratory animals, and so-called puppy
mills are established. In addition, no
less than $1 million is directed for ac-
tivities under the Federal Meat Inspec-
tions Act, which will enhance humane
treatment in the slaughter of animals
in facilities under the jurisdiction of
Federal inspection. Finally, an amount
up to $500,000 is directed for the devel-
opment and demonstration of tech-
nologies that can be used by producers,
processors, and others to provide better
care of animals at all stages of their
lives.

Mr. President, I shall, in conclusion,
ask unanimous consent—but not right
at this point—that certain newspaper
articles which have been written with
respect to the slaughter of animals,
and the inhumane slaughter of ani-
mals, be printed in the RECORD at the
conclusion of my remarks.

This bill responds to the President’s
supplemental request for necessary de-
fense spending, and it also provides
funding for important domestic prior-
ities. It is not one dime—not one thin-
ly, much-worn dime—over the Presi-
dent’s request. It is within the statu-
tory spending limits. It is a responsible
bill, and I urge Members to support it.

Before yielding the floor, let me ex-
press my thanks to the distinguished
senior Senator from Alaska, Mr. STE-
VENS, who is the ranking member on
the Appropriations Committee in the
Senate. He is the former chairman of
the committee with whom I had the
great pleasure of serving for several
years in that position. And I believe it
is a blessing, indeed, for me, as I stand
on this floor today to present this bill,
to also be able to say that Senator STE-
VENS and I stood shoulder to shoulder,
and we shall continue to work shoulder
to shoulder, as we moved forward with
this bill.

I cannot adequately express my ap-
preciation to him and to his staff and
to my own staff for the great work and
the excellent cooperation that have
been shown in connection with the
preparation and presentation of this
bill.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator make his unanimous consent
request at this time?

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I do make that unan-
imous consent request.

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

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 10, 2001]
THEY DIE PIECE BY PIECE

IN OVERTAXED PLANTS, HUMANE TREATMENT OF
CATTLE IS OFTEN A BATTLE LOST

(By Joby Warrick)
PASCO, WASH.—It takes 25 minutes to turn

a live steer into steak at the modern slaugh-
terhouse where Ramon Moreno works. For 20
years, his post was ‘‘second-legger,’’ a job
that entails cutting hocks off carcasses as
they whirl past at a rate of 309 an hour.

The cattle were supposed to be dead before
they got to Moreno. But too often they
weren’t.

‘‘They blink. They make noises,’’ he said
softly. ‘‘The head moves, the eyes are wide
and looking around.’’

Still Moreno would cut. On bad days, he
says, dozens of animals reached his station
clearly alive and conscious. Some would sur-
vive as far as the tail cutter, the belly rip-
per, the hide puller. ‘‘They die,’’ said
Moreno, ‘‘piece by piece.’’

Under a 23-year-old federal law, slaugh-
tered cattle and hogs first must be
‘‘stunned’’—rendered insensible to pain—
with a blow to the head or an electric shock.
But at overtaxed plants, the law is some-
times broken, with cruel consequences for
animals as well as workers. Enforcement
records, interviews, videos and worker affi-
davits describe repeated violations of the
Humane Slaughter Act at dozens of slaugh-
terhouses, ranging from the smallest, cus-
tom butcheries to modern, automated estab-
lishments such as the sprawling IBP Inc.
plant here where Moreno works.

‘‘In plants all over the United States, this
happens on a daily basis,’’ said Lester Fried-
lander, a veterinarian and formerly chief
government inspector at a Pennsylvania
hamburger plant. ‘‘I’ve seen it happen. And
I’ve talked to other veterinarians. They feel
it’s out of control.’’

The U.S. Department of Agriculture over-
sees the treatment of animals in meat
plants, but enforcement of the law varies
dramatically. While a few plants have been
forced to halt production for a few hours be-
cause of alleged animal cruelty, such sanc-
tions are rare.

For example, the government took no ac-
tion against a Texas beef company that was
cited 22 times in 1998 for violations that in-
cluded chopping hooves off live cattle. In an-
other case, agency supervisors failed to take
action on multiple complaints of animal cru-
elty at a Florida beef plant and fired an ani-
mal health technician for reporting the prob-
lems to the Humane Society. The dismissal
letter sent to the technician, Tim Walker,
said his disclosure had ‘‘irreparably dam-
aged’’ the agency’s relations with the pack-
ing plant.

‘‘I complained to everyone—I said, ‘Lookit,
they’re skinning live cows in there,’ ’’ Walk-
er said. ‘‘Always it was the same answer: ‘We
know it’s true. But there’s nothing we can do
about it.’ ’’

In the past three years, a new meat inspec-
tion system that shifted responsibility to in-
dustry has made it harder to catch and re-
port cruelty problems, some federal inspec-
tors say. Under the new system, imple-
mented in 1998, the agency no longer tracks
the number of humane-slaughter violations
its inspectors find each year.

Some inspectors are so frustrated they’re
asking outsiders for help: The inspectors’
union last spring urged Washington state au-
thorities to crack down on alleged animal
abuse at the IBP plant in Pasco. In a state-
ment, IBP said problems described by work-
ers in its Washington state plant ‘‘do not ac-
curately represent the way we operate our
plants. We take the issue of proper livestock
handling very seriously.’’
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But the union complained that new gov-

ernment policies and faster production
speeds at the plant had ‘‘significantly ham-
pered our ability to ensure compliance.’’
Several animal welfare groups joined in the
petition.

‘‘Privatization of meat inspection has
meant a quiet death to the already meager
enforcement of the Humane Slaughter Act,’’
said Gail Eisnitz of the Humane Farming As-
sociation, a group that advocates better
treatment of farm animals. ‘‘USDA isn’t
simply relinquishing its humane-slaughter
oversight to the meat industry, but is—with-
out the knowledge and consent of Congress—
abandoning this function altogether.’’

The USDA’s Food Safety Inspection Serv-
ice, which is responsible for meat inspection,
says it has not relaxed its oversight, In Jan-
uary, the agency ordered a review of 100
slaughterhouses. An FSIS memo reminded
its 7,600 inspectors they had an ‘‘obligation
to ensure compliance’’ with humane-han-
dling laws.

The review comes as pressure grows on
both industry and regulators to improve con-
ditions for the 155 million cattle, hogs,
horses and sheep slaughtered each year.
McDonald’s and Burger King have been sub-
ject to boycotts by animal rights groups pro-
testing mistreatment of livestock.

As a result, two years ago McDonald’s
began requiring suppliers to abide by the
American Meat Institute’s Good Manage-
ment Practices for Animal Handling and
Stunning. The company also began con-
ducting annual audits of meat plants. Last
week, Burger King announced it would re-
quire suppliers to follow the meat institute’s
standards.

‘‘Burger King Corp. takes the issues of food
safety and animal welfare very seriously,
and we expect our suppliers to comply,’’ the
company said in a statement.

Industry groups acknowledge that sloppy
killing has tangible consequences for con-
sumers as well as company profits. Fear and
pain cause animals to produce hormones
that damage meat and cost companies tens
of millions of dollars a year in discarded
product, according to industry estimates.

Industry officials say they also recognize
an ethical imperative to treat animals with
compassion. Science is blurring the distinc-
tion between the mental processes of humans
and lower animals—discovering, for example,
that even the lowly rat may dream. Ameri-
cans thus are becoming more sensitive to the
suffering of food animals, even as they con-
sume increasing numbers of them.

‘‘Handling animals humanely,’’ said Amer-
ican Meat Institute president J. Patrick
Boyle, ‘‘is just the right thing to do.’’

Clearly, not all plants have gotten the
message.

A Post computer analysis of government
enforcement records found 527 violations of
humane-handling regulations from 1996 to
1997, the last years for which complete
records were available. The offenses range
from overcrowded stockyards to incidents in
which live animals were cut, skinned or
scalded.

Through the Freedom of Information Act,
The Post obtained enforcement documents
from 28 plants that had high numbers of of-
fenses or had drawn penalties for violating
humane-handling laws. The Post also inter-
viewed dozens of current and former federal
meat inspectors and slaughterhouse workers.
A reporter reviewed affidavits and secret
video recordings made inside two plants.

Among the findings:
One Texas plant, Supreme Beef Packers in

Ladonia, had 22 violations in six months.
During one inspection, federal officials found
nine live cattle dangling from an overhead
chain. But managers at the plant, which an-

nounced last fall it was ceasing operations,
resisted USDA warnings, saying its practices
were no different than others in the indus-
try. ‘‘Other plants are not subject to such ex-
tensive scrutiny of their stunning activi-
ties,’’ the plant complained in a 1997 letter to
the USDA.

Government inspectors halted production
for a day at the Calhoun Packing Co. beef
plant in Palestine, Tex., after inspectors saw
cattle being improperly stunned. ‘‘They were
still conscious and had good reflexes,’’ B.V.
Swamy, a veterinarian and senior USDA offi-
cial at the plant, wrote. The shift supervisor
‘‘allowed the cattle to be hung anyway.’’
IBP, which owned the plant at the time, con-
tested the findings but ‘‘took steps to resolve
the situation,’’ including installing video
equipment and increasing training, a spokes-
man said. IBP has since sold the plant.

At the Farmers Livestock Cooperative
processing plant in Hawaii, inspectors docu-
mented 14 humane-slaughter violations in as
many months. Records from 1997 and 1998 de-
scribe hogs that were walking and squealing
after being stunned as many as four times.
In a memo to USDA, the company said it
fired the stunner and increased monitoring
of the slaughter process.

At an Excel Corp. beef plant in Fort Mor-
gan, Colo., production was halted for a day
in 1998 after workers allegedly cut off the leg
of a live cow whose limbs had become wedged
in a piece of machinery. In imposing the
sanction, U.S. inspectors cited a string of
violations in the previous two years, includ-
ing the cutting and skinning of live cattle.
The company, responding to one such
charge, contended that it was normal for
animals to blink and arch their backs after
being stunned, and such ‘‘muscular reaction’’
can occur up to six hours after death. ‘‘None
of these reactions indicate the animal is still
alive,’’ the company wrote to USDA.

Hogs, unlike cattle, are dunked in tanks of
hot water after they are stunned to soften
the hides for skinning. As a result, a botched
slaughter condemns some hogs to being
scalded and drowned. Secret videotape from
an Iowa pork plant shows hogs squealing and
kicking as they are being lowered into the
water.

USDA documents and interviews with in-
spectors and plant workers attributed many
of the problems to poor training, faulty or
poorly maintained equipment or excessive
production speeds. Those problems were
identified five years ago in an industry-wide
audit by Temple Grandin, an assistant pro-
fessor with Colorado State University’s ani-
mal sciences department and one of the na-
tion’s leading experts on slaughter practices.

In the early 1990s, Grandin developed the
first objective standards for treatment of
animals in slaughterhouses, which were
adopted by the American Meat Institute, the
industry’s largest trade group. Her initial,
USDA-funded survey in 1996 was one of the
first attempts to grade slaughter plants.

One finding was a high failure rate among
beef plants that use stunning devices known
as ‘‘captive-bolt’’ guns. Of the plants sur-
veyed, only 36 percent earned a rating of ‘‘ac-
ceptable’’ or better, meaning cattle were
knocked unconscious with a single blow at
least 95 percent of the time.

Grandin now conducts annual surveys as a
consultant for the American Meat Institute
and McDonald’s Corp. She maintains that
the past four years have brought dramatic
improvements—mostly because of pressure
from McDonald’s, which sends a team of
meat industry auditors into dozens of plants
each year to observe slaughter practices.

Based on the data collected by McDonald’s
auditors, the portion of beef plants scoring
‘‘acceptable’’ or better climbed to 90 percent
in 1999. Some workers and inspectors are

skeptical of the McDonald’s numbers, and
Grandin said the industry’s performance
dropped slightly last year after auditors
stopped giving notice of some inspections.

Grandin said high production speeds can
trigger problems when people and equipment
are pushed beyond their capacity. From a
typical kill rate of 50 cattle an hour in the
early 1900s, production speeds rose dramati-
cally in the 1980s. They now approach 400 per
hour in the newest plants.

‘‘It’s like the ‘I Love Lucy’ episode in the
chocolate factory,’’ she said. ‘‘You can speed
up a job and speed up a job, and after a while
you get to a point where performance doesn’t
simply decline—it crashes.’’

When that happens, it’s not only animals
that suffer. Industry trade groups acknowl-
edge that improperly stunned animals con-
tribute to worker injuries in an industry
that already has the nation’s highest rate of
job-related injuries and illnesses—about 27
percent a year. At some plants, ‘‘dead’’ ani-
mals have inflicted so many broken limbs
and teeth that workers wear chest pads and
hockey masks.

‘‘The live cows cause a lot of injuries,’’
said Martin Fuentes, an IBP worker whose
arm was kicked and shattered by a dying
cow. ‘‘The line is never stopped simply be-
cause an animal is alive.’’

A ‘‘BRUTAL’’ HARVEST

At IBP’s Pasco complex, the making of the
American hamburger starts in a noisy,
blood-spattered chamber shielded from view
by a stainless steel wall. Here, live cattle
emerge from a narrow chute to be dispatched
in a process known as ‘‘knocking’’ or ‘‘stun-
ning.’’ On most days the chamber is manned
by a pair of Mexican immigrants who speak
little English and earn about $9 an hour for
killing up to 2,050 head per shift.

The tool of choice is a captive-bolt gun,
which fires a retractable metal rod into the
steer’s forehead. An effective stunning re-
quires a precision shot, which workers must
deliver hundreds of times daily to balky,
frightened animals that frequently weigh
1,000 pounds or more. Within 12 seconds of
entering the chamber, the fallen steer is
shackled to a moving chain to be bled and
butchered by other workers in a fast-moving
production line.

The hitch, IBP workers say, is that some
‘‘stunned’’ cattle wake up.

‘‘If you put a knife into the cow, it’s going
to make a noise: It says, ‘Moo!’ ’’ said
Moreno, the former second-legger, who began
working in the stockyard last year. ‘‘They
move the head and the eyes and the leg like
the cow wants to walk.’’

After a blow to the head, an unconscious
animal may kick or twitch by reflex. But a
videotape, made secretly by IBP workers and
reviewed by veterinarians for The Post, de-
picts cattle that clearly are alive and con-
scious after being stunned.

Some cattle, dangling by a leg from the
plant’s overhead chain, twist and arch their
backs as though trying to right themselves.
Close-ups show blinking reflexes, an unmis-
takable sign of a conscious brain, according
to guidelines approved by the American
Meat Institute.

The video, parts of which were aired by Se-
attle television station KING last spring,
shows injured cattle being trampled. In one
graphic scene, workers give a steer electric
shocks by jamming a battery-powered prod
into its mouth.

More than 20 workers signed affidavits al-
leging that the violations shown on tape are
commonplace and that supervisors are aware
of them. The sworn statements and videos
were prepared with help from the Humane
Farming Association. Some workers had
taken part in a 1999 strike over what they
said were excessive plant production speeds.
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‘‘I’ve seen thousands and thousands of cows

go through the slaughter process alive,’’ IBP
veteran Fuentes, the worker who was injured
while working on live cattle, said in an affi-
davit. ‘‘The cows can get seven minutes
down the line and still be alive. I’ve been in
the side-puller where they’re still alive. All
the hide is stripped out down the neck
there.’’

IBP, the nation’s top beef processor, de-
nounced as an ‘‘appalling aberration’’ the
problems captured on the tape. It suggested
the events may have been staged by ‘‘activ-
ists trying to raise money and promote their
agenda. . . .

‘‘Like many other people, we were very
upset over the hidden camera video,’’ the
company said. ‘‘We do not in any way con-
done some of the livestock handling that was
shown.’’

After the video surfaced, IBP increased
worker training and installed cameras in the
slaughter area. The company also questioned
workers and offered a reward for information
leading to identification of those responsible
for the video. One worker said IBP pressured
him to sign a statement denying that he had
seen live cattle on the line.

‘‘I knew that what I wrote wasn’t true,’’
said the worker, who did not want to be iden-
tified for fear of losing his job. ‘‘Cows still go
alive every day. When cows go alive, it’s be-
cause they don’t give me time to kill them.’’

Independent assessments of the workers’
claims have been inconclusive. Washington
State officials launched a probe in May that
included an unannounced plant inspection.
The investigators say they were detained
outside the facility for an hour while their
identities were checked. They saw no acts of
animal cruelty once permitted inside.

Grandin, the Colorado State professor, also
inspected IBP’s plant, at the company’s re-
quest; that inspection was announced. Al-
though she observed no live cattle being
butchered, she concluded that the plant’s
older-style equipment was ‘‘overloaded.’’
Grandin reviewed parts of the workers’ vid-
eotape and said there was no mistaking what
she saw.

‘‘There were fully alive beef on that rail,’’
Grandin said.

INCONSISTENT ENFORCEMENT

Preventing this kind of suffering is offi-
cially a top priority for the USDA’s Food
Safety Inspection Service. By law, a hu-
mane-slaughter violation is among a handful
of offenses that can result in an immediate
halt in production—and cost a meatpacker
hundreds or even thousands of dollars per
idle minute.

In reality, many inspectors describe hu-
mane slaughter as a blind spot: Inspectors’
regular duties rarely take them to the cham-
bers where stunning occurs. Inconsistencies
in enforcement, training and record-keeping
hamper the agency’s ability to identify prob-
lems.

The meat inspectors’ union, in its petition
last spring to Washington state’s attorney
general, contended that federal agents are
‘‘often prevented from carrying out’’ the
mandate against animal cruelty. Among the
obstacles inspectors face are ‘‘dramatic in-
creases in production speeds, lack of support
from supervisors in plants and district of-
fices . . . new inspection policies which sig-
nificantly reduce our enforcement authority,
and little to no access to the areas of the
plants where animals are killed,’’ stated the
petition by the National Joint Council of
Food Inspection Locals.

Barbara Masters, the agency’s director of
slaughter operations, told meat industry ex-
ecutives in February she didn’t know if the
number of violations was up or down,
thought she believed most plants were com-

plying with the law. ‘‘We encourage the dis-
trict offices to monitor trends,’’ she said.
‘‘The fact that we haven’t heard anything
suggests there are no trends.’’

But some inspectors see little evidence the
agency is interested in hearing about prob-
lems. Under the new inspection system, the
USDA stopped tracking the number of viola-
tions and dropped all mentions of humane
slaughter from its list of rotating tasks for
inspectors.

The agency says it expects its watchdogs
to enforce the law anyway. Many inspectors
still do, though some occasionally wonder if
it’s worth the trouble.

‘‘It always ends up in argument: Instead of
re-stunning the animal, you spend 20 min-
utes just talking about it,’’ said Colorado
meat inspector Gary Dahl, sharing his pri-
vate views. ‘‘Yes, the animal will be dead in
a few minutes anyway. But why not let him
die with dignity?’’

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 10, 2001]
BIG MAC’S BIG VOICE IN MEAT PLANTS

(By Joby Warrick)
KANSAS CITY, MO.—Never mind the bad old

days, when slaughterhouses were dark places
filled with blood and terror. As far as the
world’s No. 1 hamburger vendor is concerned,
Happy Meals start with happy cows.

That was the message delivered in Feb-
ruary by a coterie of McDonald’s consultants
to a group of 140 managers who oversee the
slaughter of most of the cattle and pigs
Americans will consume this year. From now
on, McDonald’s says, its suppliers will be
judged not only on how cleanly they slaugh-
ter animals, but also on how well they man-
age the small details in the final minutes.

Starting with cheerful indoor lighting.
‘‘Cows like indirect lighting,’’ explained

Temple Grandin, an animal science assistant
professor at Colorado State University and
McDonald’s lead consultant on animal wel-
fare. ‘‘Bright lights are a distraction.’’

And only indoor voices, please.
‘‘We’ve got to get rid of the yelling and

screaming coming out of people’s mouths,’’
Grandin scolded.

So much attention on atmosphere may
seem misplaced, given that the beneficiaries
are seconds away from death. But McDon-
ald’s, like much of the meat industry, is seri-
ous when it comes to convincing the public
of its compassion for the cows, chickens and
pigs that account for the bulk of its menu.

Bloodied in past scrapes with animal rights
groups, McDonald’s has been positioning
itself in recent years as an ardent defender of
farm animals. It announced last year it
would no longer buy eggs from companies
that permit the controversial practice of
withholding food and water from hens to
speed up egg production.

Now the company’s headfirst plunge into
slaughter policing is revolutionizing the way
slaughterhouses do business, according to a
wide range of industry experts and observers.

‘‘In this business, you have a pre-McDon-
ald’s era and a post-McDonald’s era,’’ said
Grandin, who has studied animal-handling
practices for more than 20 years. ‘‘The dif-
ference is measured in light-years.’’

Others also have contributed to the im-
provement, including the American Meat In-
stitute, which is drawing ever-larger crowds
to its annual ‘‘humane-handling’’ seminars,
such as the one in Kansas City. The AMI,
working with Grandin, issued industry-wide
guidelines in 1997 that spell out proper treat-
ment of cows and pigs, from a calm and or-
derly delivery to the stockyards to a quick
and painless end on the killing floor.

But the driving force for change is McDon-
ald’s, which decided in 1998 to conduct an-
nual inspections at every plant that puts the

beef into Big Macs. The chain’s auditors ob-
serve how animals are treated at each stage
of the process, keeping track of even minor
problems such as excessive squealing or the
overuse of cattle prods.

The members of McDonald’s audit team
say their job is made easier by scientific evi-
dence that shows tangible economic benefits
when animals are treated well. Meat from
abused or frightened animals is often discol-
ored and soft, and it spoils more quickly due
to hormonal secretions in the final moments
of life, industry experts say.

‘‘Humane handling results in better fin-
ished products,’’ AMI President J. Patrick
Boyle said. ‘‘It also creates a safer work-
place, because there’s a potential for worker
injuries when animals are mishandled.’’

Not everyone is convinced that slaughter
practices have improved as much as McDon-
ald’s surveys suggest. Gail Eisnitz, investi-
gator for the Humane Farming Association,
notes that until the past few months, all
McDonald’s inspections were announced in
advance.

‘‘The industry’s self-inspections are mean-
ingless,’’ Eisnitz said. ‘‘They’re designed to
lull Americans into a false sense of security
about what goes on inside slaughterhouses.’’

But Jeff Rau, an animal scientist who at-
tended the Kansas City seminar on behalf of
the Humane Society of the United States,
saw the increased attention to animal wel-
fare as a hopeful step.

‘‘The industry has recognized it has some
work to do,’’ Rau said. ‘‘The next step is to
convince consumers to be aware of what is
happening to their food before it gets to the
table. People should understand that their
food dollars can carry some weight in per-
suading companies to improve.’’

EULOGY OF THE DOG

(By George G. Vest)
WARRENSBURG, MO, Sept. 23, 1870.—Gentle-

men of the jury. The best friend a man has in
the world may turn against him and become
his enemy. His son or daughter whom he has
reared with loving care may prove ungrate-
ful. Those who are nearest and dearest to us,
those whom we trust with our happiness and
our good name, may become traitors to their
faith. The money that a man has he may
lose. It flies away from him perhaps when he
needs it most. A man’s reputation may be
sacrificed in a moment of ill-considered ac-
tion. The people who are prone to fall on
their knees to do us honor when success is
with us may be the first to throw the stone
of malice when failure settles its cloud upon
our heads. The one absolutely unselfish
friend that a man can have in this selfish
world, the one that never deserts him, the
one that never proves ungrateful or treach-
erous, is the dog.

Gentlemen of the jury, a man’s dog stands
by him in prosperity and in poverty, in
health and in sickness. He will sleep on the
cold ground when the wintry winds blow and
the snow drives fiercely, if only he can be
near his master’s side. He will kiss the hand
that has no food to offer, he will lick the
wounds and sores that come in encounter
with the roughness of the world. He guards
the sleep of his pauper master as if he were
a prince.

When all other friends desert, he remains.
When riches take wings and reputation falls
to pieces, he is as constant in his love as the
sun in its journey through the heavens. If
fortune drives the master forth an outcast
into the world, friendless sand homeless, the
faithful dog asks no higher privilege than
that of accompanying him, to guard him
against danger, to fight against his enemies.
And when the last scene of all comes, and
death takes his master in its embrace and
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his body is laid in the cold ground, no matter
if all other friends pursue their way, there by
his graveside will the noble dog be found, his
head between his paws and his eyes sad but
open, in alert watchfulness, faithful and
true, even unto death.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, after Sen-
ator STEVENS presents his statement, if
he has no objection, I will present the
managers’ amendment. And at that
time I will also ask unanimous consent
that if that managers’ amendment may
be agreed to, that a second managers’
amendment may be in order if nec-
essary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I join
the chairman of the Appropriations
Committee in presenting this bill, S.
1077, to the Senate today. It provides
necessary supplemental funds for the
remainder of fiscal year 2001.

Let me start off by thanking Senator
BYRD for his kind comments. It is a
pleasure, once more, to present a sup-
plemental bill to the Senate together
with my great friend from West Vir-
ginia. He is chairman now. I was chair-
man last year. I can tell the Senate, it
makes no difference as far as we are
concerned. We work together. We may
have slight disagreements from time to
time, but we work those out before
coming to this Chamber. I commend
him for the way he is now proceeding—
as rapidly as possible—to catch up on
the schedule of the appropriations bills
so we may do our best to complete
them all by the end of this fiscal year.

As stated by Senator BYRD, this bill,
as reported by our committee, con-
forms to the budget resources available
for this year in both budget authority
and outlays. The bill also matches the
total request submitted by President
Bush of $6.5 billion.

The bill does not present any emer-
gency appropriations. All spending is
within the budget caps set by Congress
and within the President’s request.

I commend the chairman for report-
ing this bill out of the committee just
1 day after the House passed the com-
panion measure, H.R. 2216. Our com-
mittee had only 2 weeks to consider
the President’s request and House ad-
justments, and sent this bill forward
with a unanimous vote in the com-
mittee. That is a great compliment to
Senator BYRD as the chairman of the
committee.

I am pleased to join him in recom-
mending the bill to the Senate. I urge
all Members to support the bill and to
adhere to the tight spending limits
that have been adhered to by the com-
mittee itself. Nearly 90 percent of the
funding provided in this bill meets the
ongoing needs of the Department of De-
fense.

I join also in commending the senior
Senator from Hawaii, Mr. INOUYE, the
chairman of the Defense Sub-
committee, for his determination to
meet the readiness, quality of life, and
health care needs of the men and
women who serve in our Nation’s
Armed Forces.

In addition to the amounts requested
by the President, funds are provided in
the bill for the direct care system for
military medicine. Additional funds
are also proposed for Army real prop-
erty maintenance and spare parts advo-
cated by General Shinseki, the Army
Chief of Staff. Funds are also provided
for Navy ship depot maintenance and
engagement initiatives for the com-
mander in chief of the U.S. Pacific
Command.

Based on extensive hearings by the
Defense Subcommittee and numerous
discussions with the Secretary of De-
fense, these amounts are adequate to
meet the military’s needs through the
end of this fiscal year.

This bill is no substitute for the sig-
nificant increase in defense funds that
have been sought by the President in
his budget amendment. He has sought
an additional $18.4 billion over the
original request for fiscal year 2002. We
are looking here only at amounts need-
ed through September 30 of this year,
2001. Just 83 days from now, we will see
the end of this fiscal year.

Amendments may be offered that
would provide additional funds for this
year—for 2001. I urge my colleagues to
withhold such amendments. We have
adequately discussed the needs with
the Department, and we believe there
are no additional funds that could be
spent within this fiscal year of 2001.

We will have an opportunity to assess
the needs of the Department through
the Defense authorization and appro-
priations bills for 2002, the fiscal year
that we will address starting on Octo-
ber 1 of this year. We cannot address
all those needs here. We do not need to
deal with the 2002 requests in a 2001
supplemental appropriations bill.

I join my colleagues in their belief
that we need additional resources for
our national defense. I shall do my best
to support the request of the President,
and all other funding that we might be
able to achieve, to really deal with the
Department of Defense needs.

The underfunding of the past cannot
be corrected in one supplemental bill.
The new Secretary and the President of
the United States have asked for our
patience while they set new priorities
and determine the most vital needs for
our Armed Forces. We have had signifi-
cant changes in our military strategy,
and we should accord the President of
the United States and the Secretary of
Defense the courtesy they have re-
quested and wait for their report.

We need to move this bill out of the
Senate today. I join Senator BYRD in
committing to hold this bill to the
level set by the committee and by the
President for this fiscal year.

We need to get the military the
money they need by getting this bill to
conference and out of conference this
week so that they will have these funds
available for the remainder of this
year. I also commit to working with
my colleagues to secure the funding
later this month, and in September, for
fiscal year 2002 and future years.

In addition to the military require-
ments, there are several pressing dis-
aster relief challenges that face our
National Government. Through several
conversations with the Director of the
Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy, Joe Allbaugh, I am anxious about
the level of FEMA disaster relief fund-
ing available for the rest of this cal-
endar year.

So far, no further supplemental re-
quest has been received from the Office
of Management and Budget for this fis-
cal year. It is my hope that additional
information will be available to the
conferees on this bill later this week.

Challenges from tropical storm Alli-
son, ice storms in the Southeast, and
other disasters continue to stress our
response capability. Especially dam-
aging was the loss to the medical re-
search programs in Houston, TX, dur-
ing the storm Allison.

The Senator from Texas, a member of
our committee, has worked tirelessly
to find means to address that crisis,
and I look forward to working with her
on that effort to the maximum extent
possible.

With no budget constraints, I could
support additional funding for the De-
partment of Defense, for FEMA, for
LIHEAP, and several other priorities
sought by many of our colleagues.

We were asked by the President to
limit funding in this bill to such
amounts as could be spent during the
remainder of this fiscal year. That is a
reasonable request. We were also asked
to live within the moneys available
under the funding caps set by the Con-
gress. We have already voted on that
this year, and we feel constrained by
those limits.

We were asked to break the cycle of
‘‘emergency’’ appropriations as simply
a tool to get around budget limits. We
do not support those actions, and the
executive branch in the past has re-
quired emergency appropriations each
year. We hope we will not have to pur-
sue that policy in the future.

This bill meets the demands of the
Congress and the President of the
United States for budget constraints.

We hope we can go to conference this
week with the House. If the Senate
passes this bill, as we hope, early to-
morrow morning, that will take place.

I implore all Senators to work with
us today to complete this bill so the
funds can get to the Armed Forces by
the end of this week.

We have been in sort of a vicious
cycle in recent years whereby the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and the
Chiefs themselves have had to deter-
mine how much they could spend in the
early parts of the fiscal year because of
constraints placed on them due to the
deviation of funds for peacekeeping and
other activities. That has led every
year to a supplemental. This is one of
those supplementals for funds nec-
essary to carry out the basic needs of
our military during the summertime.
The steaming hours of our Navy, the
flying hours of our Air Force and our
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Marines and Navy, the ground exer-
cises by our Army, and the activities
that take place throughout the world
by our men and women in the armed
services demand additional money.

This is the bill to fund those for the
remainder of July and August and Sep-
tember. Those activities will depend
upon the passage of this bill.

The sooner we can pass this bill, the
better off we will be in terms of the
training and the activities of our men
and women in the armed services to as-
sure their capabilities to defend this
country.

I urgently support this bill. I ur-
gently urge the Senate to pass it as
soon as possible.

I request the cooperation of every
Member of the Senate in trying to help
us accomplish that objective no later
than tomorrow morning.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to rise today in support of S.
1077, the Supplemental Appropriations
Act for Fiscal Year 2001.

The Senate bill provides $8.477 billion
in new discretionary budget authority,
offset by the rescission of $1.933 billion
of budget authority provided in pre-
vious years, for a net increase of $6.544
billion. As a result of this additional
budget authority, outlays will increase
by $1.291 billion in 2001. The Senate bill
meets its revised section 302(a) and
302(b) allocations for budget authority
and is well under—by more than $1 bil-
lion—those allocations for outlays.

I commend Chairman BYRD and Sen-
ator STEVENS for their bipartisan effort
under unusual circumstances in bring-
ing this important measure to the floor
within its allocation and without re-
sorting to unnecessary emergency des-
ignations. This bill provides important
resources to our uniformed personnel,
including funding statutory increases
in pay and health care. In addition, it
provides assistance to low-income fam-
ilies for heating and education.

I urge adoption of the bill.
I ask for unanimous consent that a

table displaying the Budget Committee
scoring of this bill printed in the
RECORD.

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

S. 1077, SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001
[Spending comparsions—Senate-reported bill (in millions of dollars)]

Discre-
tionary

Manda-
tory Total

Senate-reported bill:
Budget Authority .............................. 6,544 936 7,480
Outlays ............................................. 1,291 936 2,227

Amounts available within Senate
302(a) allocation:
Budget Authority .............................. 6,545 936 7,481
Outlays ............................................. 2,487 936 3,423

House-passed bill:
Budget Authority .............................. 6,545 936 7,481
Outlays ............................................. 1,341 936 2,277

President’s request:
Budget Authority .............................. 6,543 936 7,479
Outlays ............................................. 1,232 936 2,168

SENATE-REPORTED BILL COMPARED
TO

Amounts available within Senate
302(a) allocation:
Budget Authority .............................. (1) 0 (1)
Outlays ............................................. (1,196) 0 (1,196)

House-passed bill:
Budget Authority .............................. (1) 0 (1)

S. 1077, SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001—
Continued

[Spending comparsions—Senate-reported bill (in millions of dollars)]

Discre-
tionary

Manda-
tory Total

Outlays ............................................. (50) 0 (50)
President’s request:

Budget Authority .............................. 1 0 1
Outlays ............................................. 59 0 59

Notes: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Prepared by SBC
Majority Staff, June 26, 2001.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 861

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I shall
send to the desk a managers’ amend-
ment supported by Senator STEVENS
and myself. It consists of a package of
amendments. These amendments have
been cleared on both sides, and I know
of no controversy concerning them.

The first is an amendment by Sen-
ators HUTCHISON and INHOFE for storm
damage repair at military facilities in
Texas and Oklahoma.

The next amendment is offered by
Senators TORRICELLI and CORZINE to
convey surplus firefighting equipment
in New Jersey.

The next is an amendment by myself
to make technical corrections in the
energy and water chapter in title I.

Next is an amendment for storm
damage repair at military facilities in
Texas and Oklahoma offered by Sen-
ators HUTCHISON and INHOFE.

Next is an amendment by Senator
STEVENS to increase the authorization
for the Bassett Army Hospital.

Next is an amendment to provide $3
million for the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture for humane treatment of ani-
mals. That is my amendment. It is
fully offset by a later amendment.

Next is an amendment offered by
Senators GRASSLEY, ROBERTS, and STE-
VENS to expedite rulemaking for crop
insurance.

Next is an amendment by Senators
FEINSTEIN and BOXER and SMITH of Or-
egon and WYDEN to provide $20 million
for the Klamath Basin. Funding is off-
set in a later amendment.

This will be followed by an amend-
ment by myself in the agriculture
chapter to provide an offset for the $3
million for humane treatment of ani-
mals.

Next is an amendment to increase a
rescission in the committee bill for the
oil and gas guarantee program by $4.8
million.

Next is an amendment to strike sec-
tion 2101 of the committee bill dealing
with the Oceans Commission.

Next is an amendment to clarify the
use of D.C. local funds to prevent the
demolition by neglect of historic prop-

erties, followed by an amendment to
redirect the expenditure of $250,000
within the Western Area Power Admin-
istration, followed by an amendment
by Senator BURNS to provide a transfer
of $3 million for the Bureau of Land
Management energy permitting activi-
ties.

Next is an amendment by Senator
HARKIN to clarify the timing of the dis-
located worker rescission in the com-
mittee bill.

This will be followed by a technical
change to a heading in the bill.

Next is an amendment offered by
Senator DOMENICI to make a technical
date correction in the Perkins Voca-
tional Education Act.

Next is an amendment by myself and
Senator STEVENS to authorize the ex-
penditure of $20 million previously ap-
propriated, subject to authorization, to
the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting for digital conversion by local
stations.

Next is an amendment to allow the
Architect of the Capitol to make pay-
ments to Treasury for water and sewer
services provided by the District of Co-
lumbia.

These will be followed by amend-
ments by Senators MURRAY and STE-
VENS to, one, appropriate $16,800,000 to
repair damage caused in Seattle by the
Nisqually earthquake; two, appropriate
$2 million for a joint U.S.-Canada com-
mission dealing with connection of the
Alaska Railroad to the North Amer-
ican system; and, three, make certain
technical corrections. The funding is
offset by rescissions.

Next is an amendment by Senator
INOUYE to transfer $1 million from the
Morris K. Udall Foundation to the Na-
tive Nations Institute.

And finally an amendment to name a
building in the State of Virginia for a
late House colleague, Norm Sisisky, on
behalf of Senator WARNER.

I ask unanimous consent that the
amendments be considered en bloc and
that the reading of the amendments be
dispensed with.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the managers’
amendment be agreed to and that it be
considered as original text for the pur-
pose of further amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding that the chairman of the
committee will offer another unani-
mous consent request for a second
managers’ amendment.

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I make that request
in conjunction with the request pend-
ing.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report the amendment by
number for the information of the Sen-
ate.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.

BYRD], for himself and Mr. STEVENS, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 861.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment has been agreed to.

The amendment (No. 861) was agreed
to:

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator’s unani-
mous consent request included the re-
quest for a second managers’ amend-
ment; am I correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That re-
quest has been granted.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Chair.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. BYRD. I ask unanimous consent

that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this would
be a very good time for all of our col-
leagues to offer their amendments if
they have amendments. Senator STE-
VENS and I are prepared to listen to
Senators propose their amendments,
and we are prepared to respond to their
proposals. Much time could be saved if
Senators will come to the floor and
offer those amendments at the very
earliest. Of course, if Senators don’t
have amendments, that will suit the
two of us just as well.

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

clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. BYRD. 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.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, seeing no
other Senator who seeks recognition at
this time, I shall speak on another
matter notwithstanding the fact that
the Pastore rule has not run its course.

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

f

CRUELTY TO ANIMALS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, a few
months ago, a lady by the name of
Sara McBurnett accidentally tapped a
sports utility vehicle from behind on a
busy highway in California. The angry
owner of the bumped vehicle, Mr. An-
drew Burnett, stormed back to Ms.
McBurnett’s car and began yelling at
her; and then reached through her open
car window with both hands, grabbed

her little white dog and hurled it onto
the busy roadway. The lady sat help-
lessly watching in horror as her fright-
ened little pet ran for its life, dodging
speeding traffic to no avail. The traffic
was too heavy and the traffic was too
swift.

Imagine her utter horror. Recently,
Mr. Burnett was found guilty of animal
cruelty by a jury in a California court,
so my faith in the wisdom of juries was
restored. Ever since I first heard about
this monstrous, brutal, barbaric act, I
have wondered what would drive any
sane person to do such a thing. There
are some people who have blamed this
senseless and brutal incident on road
rage. But it was not just road rage, it
was bestial cruelty. It was and is an
outrage. It was an act of sheer deprav-
ity to seize a fluffy, furry, innocent lit-
tle dog, and toss it onto a roadway, and
most certainly to be crushed under
tons of onrushing steel, iron, glass, and
rubber, while its terrified owner, and
perhaps other people in other vehicles,
watched.

There is no minimizing such cruelty
and resorting to the lame excuse that,
‘‘after all, it was just a dog.’’

The dog owner, Ms. McBurnett, puts
the incident in perspective. Here is
what she said: It wasn’t just a dog to
me. For me, it was my child. A major-
ity of pet owners do believe their pets
to be family members. That is the way
I look at my little dog, my little dog
Billy—Billy Byrd. I look at him as a
family member. When he passes away,
I will shed tears. I know that. He is a
little white Maltese Terrier. As a pet
owner and dog lover, I know exactly
what that lady means, and so did mil-
lions of other dog lovers who could
never even fathom such an act.

For my wife and me, Billy Byrd is a
key part of our lives at the Byrd House
in McLean. He brings us great joy and
wonderful companionship. As I said on
this floor just a few months ago, if I
ever saw in this world anything that
was made by the Creator’s hand that is
more dedicated, more true, more faith-
ful, more trusting, more undeviant
than this little dog, I am at a loss to
state what it is. Such are the feelings
of many dog owners.

Dogs have stolen our hearts and
made a place in our homes for thou-
sands of years. Dogs fill an emotional
need in man and they have endured as
our close companions. They serve as
guards and sentries and watchdogs;
they are hunting companions. Some,
like Lassie and Rin Tin Tin, have be-
come famous actors. But mostly, these
sociable little creatures are valued es-
pecially as loyal comforters to their
human masters. Petting a dog can
make our blood pressure drop. Try it.
Our heart rate slows down. Try it. Our
sense of anxiety diminishes, just goes
away. Researchers in Australia have
found that dog owners have a lower
risk of heart disease, lower blood pres-
sure, and lower cholesterol levels than
those people who do not own dogs. Re-
searchers in England have dem-

onstrated that dog owners have far
fewer minor health complaints than
those people without a dog. Our dogs
are about the most devoted, steadfast
companions that the Creator could
have designed. They are said to be
man’s best friend and, indeed, who can
dispute it?

The affection that a dog provides is
not only unlimited, it is unqualified,
unconditional. A faithful dog does not
judge its owner, it does not criticize
him or her, it simply accepts him or
her; it accepts us as we are, for who we
are, no matter how we dress, no matter
how much money we have or don’t
have, and no matter what our social
standing might be or might not be. No
matter what happens, one’s dog is still
one’s friend.

A long, frustrating day at work melts
into insignificance—gone—with the
healing salve of warm, excited greet-
ings from one’s ever faithful, eternally
loyal dog.

President Truman was supposed to
have remarked: If you want a friend in
Washington, buy a dog. I often think
about Mr. Truman’s words. No wonder
so many political leaders have chosen
the dog as a faithful companion and ca-
nine confidante. Former Senate Repub-
lican leader, Robert Dole, was con-
stantly bringing his dog, ‘‘Leader’’—
every day—to work with him. Presi-
dent Bush has ‘‘Barney’’ and ‘‘Spot.’’
President Truman had an Irish setter
named ‘‘Mike.’’ President Ford had a
golden retriever named ‘‘Lucky.’’ The
first President Bush had Millie.

Of course, there was President
Franklin Roosevelt and his dog,
‘‘Fala.’’ They had such a close relation-
ship that his political opponents once
attempted to attack him by attacking
his dog. Eleanor Roosevelt recalled
that for months after the death of her
husband, every time someone ap-
proached the door of her house, Fala
would run to it in excitement, hoping
that it was President Roosevelt coming
home.

The only time I remember President
Nixon becoming emotional, except
when he was resigning the Presidency,
perhaps more so in the first instance,
was in reference to his dog ‘‘Checkers.’’

At the turn of the century, George G.
Vest delivered a deeply touching sum-
mation before the jury in the trial in-
volving the killing of a dog, Old Drum.
This occurred, I think, in 1869. There
were two brothers-in-law, both of
whom had fought in the Union Army.
They lived in Johnson County, MO.
One was named Leonidas Hornsby. The
other was named Charles Burden.

Burden owned a dog, and he was
named ‘‘Old Drum.’’ He was a great
hunting dog. Any time that dog barked
one could know for sure that it was on
the scent of a raccoon or other animal.

Leonidas Hornsby was a farmer who
raised livestock and some of his calves
and lambs were being killed by ani-
mals. He, therefore, swore to shoot any
animal, any dog that appeared on his
property.
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