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The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

————

ANDEAN TRADE PREFERENCE
EXPANSION ACT—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 3429 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3401

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I send an
amendment, No. 3429 to amendment
No. 3401, to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KyL] for
himself, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr.
GRASSLEY, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3429 to amendment No. 3401.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To Require that any revenue gen-

erated from custom user fees be used to

pay for the operations of the United States

Customs Service)

At the end of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following:

SEC. 4203. LIMITATION ON USE OF CERTAIN REV-
ENUE.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, any revenue generated from custom
user fees imposed pursuant to Section
13031(j)(3) of the Consolidated Omnibus Budg-
et Reconciliation Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C.
58C(j)(3)) may be used only to fund the oper-
ations of the United States Customs Service.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that Senator NICKLES be
added as a cosponsor to this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I will ex-
plain the amendment and discuss the
reasons for it. I hope my colleagues
will agree that this is an amendment
that can be adopted. We don’t even
have to have a rollcall vote, unless
someone asks for it. I think it is fairly
straightforward.

The amendment has to do with Cus-
tom user fees. Today, Custom user fees
come in two separate categories, which
I will discuss in a moment. About 300
million of them are statutorily des-
ignated to go to a particular set of ac-
counts in the Customs Service. For ex-
ample, it pays overtime for Customs
Service personnel. There is about $1
billion in Custom users fees that takes
a somewhat more circuitous route that
goes into the general fund—generally
money which the Appropriations Com-
mittee defines as funds for funding var-
ious functions of the Customs Service,
hence the name ‘‘user fee.”

In fact, I will digress for a moment.
We have taxes and we have user fees by
which we raise revenue. User fees are
generally targeted toward people who
use a particular service of the Govern-
ment. So we generally try to spend
that money on the things for which
they require us to use the money. An
example is, if you use the national for-
est, you are beginning to find that you
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have to pay a little fee to go camping
there. That is because we are kind of
hard on the forests when we camp
there, and somebody has to clean up
the mess we leave behind, and so we
pay a little fee for that. It is more fair
for those of us who may take our kids
camping in the forest to pay for the
user fee than it is to charge the tax-
payers generally.

The same thing is true with Customs.
We charge a fee for people who have
their ships and their trucks and other
things inspected by the Customs Serv-
ice, and some bring goods into the
United States of America. I am over-
simplifying, but that is the general
idea. So we take those same moneys
and put them back into the inspectors,
into the equipment that is used to in-
spect their train, or boat, or truck, for
example, so that instead of waiting at
the border for 2 hours, maybe we can
get them through in an hour or less,
hopefully, so we can expedite com-
merce at our borders, and for other
purposes. That is the concept of a user
fee. They pay to have us do this. We
take the money and apply it to that.

Now, what the underlying bill did—
and I must say that as a member of the
Finance Committee, I was unaware of
this and I objected to it being done in
an earlier bill, and I was distressed to
learn it had been done in this bill—
they extended the Custom user fees—
that part is OK—and the net result of
that is to contend that the expenses of
the TAA portion—the trade adjustment
assistance portion—of these free trade
bills is paid for by revenue generated
by extending the Custom user fees.

Well, that is not true, and it should
not be true. So what my amendment
says is, no, Custom user fees are used
for Customs. Here is what it says:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, any revenue generated from custom
user fees . . . may be used only to fund the
operations of the United States Customs
Service.

That is the idea. That would be a
good thing, especially at this time in
fighting our war on terror. We are im-
posing upon the Customs Service more
and more responsibilities for doing a
really good job of checking all of the
modes of conveyance, and containers,
and other kinds of shipments into the
country. We read in the newspaper a
couple days ago where 25 possible ter-
rorists from Arab countries have been
smuggled into this country in the holds
of ships.

I think the Customs Service can ex-
amine only 1 percent of the cargo com-
ing in on ships. They cannot examine
every part of every hold of a ship com-
ing into this country, let alone every
truck, train, or other mode of convey-
ance that brings goods into the United
States. Yet we are asking them to be
sure that nobody smuggles in contra-
band, drugs, nuclear bombs, biological
weapons, chemical weapons, or illegal
aliens who could be terrorists.

We are asking a lot of the Customs
Service, and we are not giving them
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enough money to do the job, which is
why they have asked for more money.
And most of us, I believe, are willing to
provide more money for the Customs
Service to do what we are asking them
to do, not just for their general work
but now enhanced by the requirements
of the war on terror.

At the same time we are imposing
that additional burden on them, some-
body had the bright idea to pay for the
unrelated parts of this bill having to do
with wage subsidies, health benefits,
and so on, with Customs user fees. That
is not right, and it is actually not even
necessary.

Why is it being done? Because some-
body had the idea they could avoid a
point of order being raised against the
underlying bill so that instead of hav-
ing to get 60 votes to pass the bill, 50
votes, the usual, would suffice. The
fact is there is already a different kind
of point of order that lies against the
bill, so this serves no purpose.

That is why I think even those who
wish to say they have a way of paying
for the bill by using these Customs fees
could easily agree that there is no
point in it, there is no purpose in it,
and, therefore, rather than muddling
up the law, rather than taking money
from Customs when we are trying to
fight the war on terror, they would be
willing to adopt our amendment and
not try to pay for the bill with Cus-
toms user fees.

This is a technique and, as a matter
of fact, it even has a name in the Sen-
ate, and it is called a ‘‘pay-for.”” That
is pretty inelegant. The idea is when
you have a program that is going to
cost, say, $10 billion or $11 billion, as
this is, it is going to be hard to get it
passed unless we show we can pay for
it. So we raise taxes $10 billion or $11
billion or find some other source of rev-
enue that will cover that expense.

In this case, the pay-for is the Cus-
toms user fees. As I said, that is not
necessary because nobody is saying you
have to find a way to pay for this. We
are assuming that the general revenues
of the United States will pay for the
expenses of the bill. I am assuming
that.

I do not have any objection to the
general revenues of the United States
paying for the cost for this bill. They
are too high, in my view. I wish we did
not have all these costs, but to the ex-
tent there are costs, the taxpayers of
the United States will pay for them
through general revenues. We do not
have to have a pay-for.

To the extent it is being used to get
around a parliamentary point of order,
it does not need to either because there
is a different point of order that lies
against the bill.

Instead of compromising our Cus-
toms Service, I plead with my col-
leagues in the name of the war on ter-
ror, in the name of good sense, let’s
adopt this amendment and eliminate
the concept of the pay-for in this legis-
lation.

I have explained this in a more sim-
plified form than it really is. I believe
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I have been accurate in what I have
said.

Actually, there are two specific kinds
of Customs user fees, to complicate
this just a little bit. What it also illus-
trates is that for about $300 million of
these user fees, we cannot do what this
bill purports to do and pay for this bill
with these fees.

This is an 8-year extension of two dif-
ferent Customs fees: One, the so-called
COBRA user fees which raise approxi-
mately $300 million per year; second,
the merchandise processing fee. You
can see what that is about; it raises ap-
proximately $1 billion per year. CBO
estimates that the user fee section
would increase revenue by about $11.54
billion through fiscal year 2011.

The problem is the COBRA user fees
already by statute are designated for
use for a variety of other purposes.
This is found in title 19, section 58, sub-
section (f) dealing with Customs duties,
titled ‘‘Disposition of Fees.” I will read
a little bit of it:

There is established in the general fund of
the Treasury a separate account which will
be known as the Customs User Fee Account.

It goes on to talk about how these
fees will be distributed:

Except as otherwise provided in this sub-
section, all fees in the Customs User Fee Ac-
count shall be used to the extent to pay the
costs incurred by the United States Customs
Service in conducting commercial oper-
ations, including, but not limited to, all
costs associated with commercial passenger,
vessel, vehicle, aircraft, and cargo proc-
essing.

And so on. Then there is a list spe-
cifically under section 3(a) of how
these COBRA fees are used. The one I
specifically want to point out is paying
overtime compensation and another is
paying premium pay, and there are
others—foreign language proficiency
awards, and so on.

This is important because earlier this
year in the Terrorism Subcommittee of
the Judiciary Committee, we had testi-
mony by one of the officials of the Cus-
toms Service in which it was pointed
out why these fees are so important.

Again, these fees are already des-
ignated by statute to go for these spe-
cific purposes. We cannot use them
again to pay for what is in this bill.
Out West, we have a saying: You can
only sell your pony once. In effect,
somebody is trying to sell this pony
twice. It has already been sold: $300
million goes to these specific items in
Customs. You cannot take that same
money and apply it to fund the under-
lying expenses of this bill. Again, it is
not necessary. Nobody is making you
do it. So do not try to sell this pony
twice. You cannot do it.

Moreover, it is not good policy. Ac-
cording to testimony on February 26 of
this year—the witness was Bonni
Tischler, Acting Commissioner of the
Office of Field Operations of the Cus-
toms Service. She gave some very valu-
able testimony. I will quote some of
her testimony.

I had said there is a lot to do with
not only checking out the commercial
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activities that go on that we ask Cus-
toms to do, but to begin to deal better
with terrorism. I asked if she had sug-
gestions and, in particular, what the
effect might be of taking Customs user
fees away from the Customs Service in
her ability to perform this task.

She said:

My personal opinion is it would severely
hamper us.

Ms. Tischler identified the numbers,
and she was just about exactly on tar-
get with respect to the numbers, but
regarding the merchandise processing
fees, my question was:

.. . if you were not to have the benefit of
that in your appropriations, I presume it
would be fairly devastating, would it not?

Her response is:

It would absolutely be devastating. I think
our total budget is closing in on $3 billion
thanks to Congress and the administration.
So to take that much out, if it were as the
offset, would be truly devastating.

I had put this in context and they
did, too. This merchandise processing
fee is not statutorily designated as the
so-called COBRA fee is. This is not a
matter of selling the same pony twice
legislatively, but it is from a policy
standpoint, since as I pointed out in
my question and as she pointed out in
her answer and as we can document, as
a practical matter this is what the Ap-
propriations Committee uses to define
what it has available to fund the Cus-
toms Service. That is the way it ought
to be policy-wise anyway; otherwise,
we should just collect taxes from the
American people.

Since we are collecting a user fee
from the people who use the system,
the money they pay in ought to go
back to help them in how they are
using the system. The commercial peo-
ple who have trucks that go back and
forth across the border all day and pay
a fee ought to know the fee they are
paying is going to pay the people who
are checking their trucks and getting
them through the line as quickly as
possible. That is what a user fee is all
about.

As a matter of policy, we should not
be assuming that in order to have some
way of paying for the expenses of this
legislation that money is now available
for that purpose.

Some of my colleagues might say:
This is all a ruse; this is all a fiction
anyway. Indeed, to some extent, it is a
fiction, which goes to show why this is
not necessary.

In effect, we are robbing Peter to pay
Paul. We are saying: We have to find a
way to fund the legislation that is be-
fore us, the trade assistance legisla-
tion. So instead of raising taxes, we are
going to extend these user fees and,
voila, we now have it paid for.

As I pointed out, $300 million of it is
not paid for because that pony has al-
ready been sold, but as to the remain-
ing $1 billion, it should not be that we
consider this the appropriate fund to
pay for the expenses of the bill because
it is user fees paid by people who are
using the system.
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If you say, But it is all the same pot
of money; money is fungible, so we will
say we are funding this trade adjust-
ment assistance out of the user fees,
but then we will have taxes to pay for
that, to pay for Customs, what we are
really doing is acknowledging that we
are going to have to find the money in
the general budget; in other words,
taxes are going to have to be found to
pay for this.

So it does not matter whether you
acknowledge upfront that it is going to
require $10 billion or $11 billion in
taxes to pay for this bill or you say we
are going to get the money from Cus-
toms and then we are going to have to
find $10 billion or $11 billion in taxes to
pay for Customs. It is the same deal.
So why go through this fiction?

If, as I said, it is to avoid a point of
order on the legislation, I say, A, that
is wrong; B, it is bad policy; but, C, it
is not necessary.

This was tried earlier with respect to
the Patients’ Bill of Rights, and I will
quote briefly from a memorandum
from the Acting Commissioner for
James Sloan, the acting Under Sec-
retary for Enforcement:

The COBRA fees collected by Customs are
used both to reimburse Customs appropria-
tion for certain costs, such as overtime com-
pensation, and to offset a portion of the Cus-
toms Service salaries and expense appropria-
tion. As an example our FY 2001 collections
will offset approximately $1 billion or almost
50 percent of Customs appropriation this
year. Authorizing a COBRA extension to off-
set costs for something other than the Cus-
toms Service could negatively impact our
available funding. Additionally, the Mer-
chandise Processing Fee authorized in the
COBRA is a fee that is paid by importers for
the processing of merchandise by the Cus-
toms Service. Directing the funds collected
from this fee for something other than Cus-
toms operations could pose GATT interpre-
tation issues.

While Customs supports the extension of
the COBRA fees, we also acknowledge that
changes are warranted with the manner in
which we collect those fees. We intend to re-
view this in the near term.

In other words, when this issue came
up in another context and Customs was
asked about it officially as opposed to
my unofficial question in the hearing
we held earlier this year, the answer
was the same. This would be harmful
to the Customs Service, and this was
prior to September 11, 2001. This was
June 20, 2001.

Now that we have imposed this addi-
tional burden on the U.S. Customs
Service to help us fight the war on ter-
ror, it would be unthinkable for us,
even as a ruse, to say we are going to
use Customs fees to pay for the wage
insurance or health benefits under this
tariff legislation. Let’s be truthful
about it and say it is going to cost $10
billion or $11 billion, we will find that
money out of general revenues some-
how or another, and that is the cost of
the program. That would be an honest
approach.

Let’s not try to suggest it is already
being paid for because we found the
money in the Customs Service, because
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unless we are not going to fund the
Customs Service, we are going to have
to offset that loss by finding $10 billion
or $11 billion then in the rest of the
budget to pay for the Customs Service
obligations.

I do not know what could be more
clear, but I will just make this point
and then see if any of my colleagues
would like to ask any questions about
this, or make any comments, because 1
really do not want to oversell the prop-
osition. Perhaps this amendment could
just be taken and we could move on.

I do not mean to force a vote on it if
people are willing to take it, but I will
begin to discuss this in very thorough
terms, with a lot of information that
deals primarily with how it would ad-
versely impact the war on terror, if
there is going to be opposition to this
amendment, if there is going to be an
insistence that somehow or another we
keep the Customs user fee as a pay-for,
and object to my amendment which
simply says Customs user fees should
go to pay Customs expenses.

If we are not willing to accept the
amendment, then get prepared for a
lengthy discussion about the impact of
the war on terror. I am prepared to en-
gage in that, but it is not going to be
necessary, as I say, if there is an agree-
ment on the other side that we are able
to take the amendment.

I know it is time to go to the vote on
the Dodd amendment, or there will be
a brief discussion beforehand, but
might I inquire of the distinguished
chairman of the Finance Committee
what the process would be after the
Dodd amendment? Would we go back to
the discussion of this amendment or
could there be a discussion about
whether to take it and move on to an-
other amendment? What would the
pleasure of the chairman be at that
point?

Mr. BAUCUS. We are prepared to
take the amendment.

Mr. KYL. In that case, Mr. President,
I learned a long time ago in arguing be-
fore the judge when he says, I am in-
clined to rule for you, you say, thank
you, Your Honor.

Could we do that by unanimous con-
sent at this point and then move on to
other business?

Mr. BAUCUS. We could voice vote
the amendment.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ex-
press my strong support for this
amendment.

The amendment sends a strong signal
from the U.S. Senate.

Customs user fees should be used
solely to fund the U.S. Customs Serv-
ice, not as some offset for unrelated
programs.

Let’s put this in context. When Con-
gress first authorized these customs
fees the avowed purpose was to under-
write the costs of Customs commercial
operations.

We should make sure these fees are
being used for customs. That is what
this Amendment does.

Allow me to read just a few of the
letters I received over the last several
months on this issue.
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The National Association of Foreign
Trade Zones writes:

[We] recently learned that the Trade Ad-
justment Assistance Bill . . . includes lan-
guage that would provide for extension of
the Merchandise Process Fee to offset the
cost of the TAA program.

As you are aware, the fee was originally es-
tablished by Congress to cover the costs of
the commercial operations of the U.S. Cus-
toms Service.

The [National Association of Foreign
Trade Zones] is strongly opposed to any ex-
tension or reauthorization of the [Merchan-
dise Process Fee] from their congressionally
intended purpose.

And the National Association of For-
eign Trade Zones is not alone.

The National Customs Brokers &
Forwarders Association of America
writes:

[We are] aware of pending legislation due
for consideration regarding Trade Adjust-
ment Assistance. While [we] support TAA,
we cannot support the use of user fees to
‘“‘pay for’’ this program.

Merchandise processing fees need to be di-
rected to the agency for which they were col-
lected—the U.S. Customs Service.

Aligent Technologies, a Fortune 500
company and one of the top 100 import-
ers in the Nation writes:

The Merchandise Processing Fee is a
‘“‘user-fee”” paid by importers to cover the
cost incurred by Customs to process imports.

... If US Customs is to continue col-
lecting [the fee], it must directly fund Cus-
toms processing improvements, specifically
for the new Automated Commercial Environ-
ment and other initiatives that are greatly
needed to improve the trade process.

Members may be under the mistaken
impression that extending these fees
without ensuring that they go for cus-
toms is simply keeping a convenient
money stream flowing.

That is not so.

You will hear that extending the fees
without ensuring they are used for cus-
toms purposes will have no impact on
Customs’ budget.

If it has no impact, why is it in the
bill? It’s in the bill because it has an
impact on budget scoring. Once CBO
scores these funds against trade adjust-
ment assistance, they cannot be used
by Customs for Customs moderniza-
tion.

These funds are no longer available
to offset the costs of Customs mod-
ernization.

So I think the Senator’s amendment
is very simple and very reasonable.

I just want to make sure that Cus-
toms user fees are being used for their
intended purpose.

In fact, we included a similar sense-
of-the-Senate resolution during mark-
up of this bill.

This is a commonsense amendment
and I urge my colleagues to support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, very
briefly, I think we are reaching time
for the votes. I think it is proper that
the Senate vote in favor of the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ari-
zona because basically, under current
law, passage of fees does go back to
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Customs. The merchandise fees that
are collected go into the general rev-
enue, but they have always historically
been appropriated right back to the
Customs Service. So the amendment
offered by the Senator from Arizona
simply confirms existing practice.

Basically, the Senator is correct on
how the actual dollars are collected
and should be collected and then trans-
mitted back to the Customs Service.
We are prepared to accept the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 3429.

The amendment (No. 3429) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

AMENDMENT NO. 3428

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, my under-
standing is that there are 5 minutes of
debate equally divided on the Dodd
amendment. I was going to ask for the
yeas and nays on the amendment, but I
understand that it will be a tabling
motion, so let me hold on that.

Briefly, I will describe what 1
thought would be a fairly straight-
forward, small, uncontroversial amend-
ment, but some have not made it as
such. What I tried to do with this
amendment was to take three provi-
sions of the United States-Jordan Free
Trade Agreement out of the six that
are incorporated in the agreement. The
three that are missing, are critically
important to have as part of the 27
pages of standards that we ask our ne-
gotiators to try to pursue as we enter
trade mnegotiations with individual
countries.

The United States-Jordan Free Trade
Agreement was adopted 100 to =zero
only a few short months ago in this
body, and as part of that agreement we
added the three standards that are ex-
cluded in this bill. The three standards
ensure that other governments will not
relax or ignore their own domestic
labor laws to gain a competitive advan-
tage, to strive to ensure that other
governments’ labor laws are consistent
with core labor standards that have al-
ready been agreed to with the ILO and,
thirdly, to agree that core labor prin-
ciples, freedom of association, prohibi-
tions on child labor, elimination of dis-
crimination in the workplace, are all
going to be efforts we would strive to
promote. They are goals. They are ob-
jectives. Unfortunately, they have been
excluded from the underlying bill.

My purpose in offering this amend-
ment is to include those important ob-
jectives. If we can include objectives
dealing with e-commerce, investments,
insurance, is it really asking too much,
out of 27 pages of standards, to add 3
that would deal with child labor, job
discrimination, and seeing to it your
domestic labor laws are not eroded,
making it disadvantageous for TU.S.
workers as we try to compete with
these countries? I hope this amend-
ment can be adopted. I regret it has
come to a vote of motion to table.
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It seems to me we have had a dy-
namic process with regard to trade ne-
gotiations over the years. It used to be
in the past we dealt with tariffs and
quotas, and that was it. Over the years,
we have added a dynamism to that, so
we have added other interests that we
want our negotiators to pursue when
we are allowing countries to have ac-
cess to our markets.

I do not think it is asking too much
to ask our negotiators, in the process
of negotiating with countries, that
they try to abolish child labor. The
International Labor Organization has
been signed by 163 countries. We have
already agreed to these provisions
under the Jordan FTA.

It seems to me that including these
provisions in the trade promotion au-
thority legislation now before us is a
modest request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, to be
quite candid, I wish we could accept
this amendment. The Senator makes
some very good points. The fact is that
all those standards that he seeks are in
the underlying GSP provision that is a
part of the underlying legislation. That
just brought our definitions of core
worker rights up to date. As I men-
tioned before, I hope we can bring the
definition of core worker rights in the
fast track part of the bill also up to
date. The overall objectives and the
priority objective in the underlying
bill have equal weight. We are splitting
hairs.

This amendment is very much op-
posed by many Senators. I am duty-
bound as part of the agreement to op-
pose it. I wish we could accept this
amendment because it is one we should
be able to accept.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, once
again, repeating what my colleague
from Montana has said, this part of
this legislation, not only in the Senate
but also in the House of Representa-
tives, is so carefully balanced, bringing
in the labor and environmental issues,
if you do something to pick up one vote
on the liberal end, we lose a vote on
the conservative end.

I ask my colleagues to not in any
way upset that balance. That is why
this amendment should be defeated.

The Senator from Connecticut is al-
ways a very sincere Senator on any
subject. He presents his case well. This
is one place where his ideas may be
well for the country of Jordan, where
we do $40 million a year in business,
but it is not good idea when we look
globally at negotiations with 142 coun-
tries. We cannot use the country of
Jordan necessarily as a pattern for the
whole organization.

I am strongly opposed to this amend-
ment. I think anyone who wants this
President to get trade promotion au-
thority, or trade adjustment assistance
for that matter, should be too.
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Basically, the amendment takes the
very carefully crafted House to com-
promise language on labor and Add-to
it language negotiated by the Clinton
administration in a bilateral agree-
ment with Jordan.

In my view this is not thoughtful
trade policy. If this language is in-
tended as a broad policy statement, it
is unnecessary.

The negotiating objectives in the bi-
partisan compromise already capture
the key trade and labor provisions of
the U.S. Jordan Free Trade Agreement.

Taken literally, the language dic-
tates the specific details of future
labor provisions—saying that they
have to look almost exactly like our
bilateral trade agreement with Jordan.
This simply does not make sense.

The labor text negotiated with Jor-
dan is not a one-size fits all way to ad-
dress all labor issues with every U.S.
trade partner, nor was it designed to
be. The President will be negotiating
regional, multilateral, and bilateral
agreements using trade promotion au-
thority. Any one of these may require
a different approach to labor issues. He
needs the flexibility to address labor
issues in a variety of situations.

That is what the bipartisan TPA bill
does. In fact, I would say if you really
want to improve worker rights around
the world, you should support the bi-
partisan compromise. There is more in
this bill designed to improve labor
rights than any TPA bill that has
passed the Senate.

For the first time every, the ‘‘core
labor standards’ of the ILO will be ref-
erenced in U.S. trade negotiating ob-
jectives. Further, the bill directs the
President to seek a commitment by
other governments to effectively en-
force their labor laws. These provisions
will encourage countries to improve
their labor laws, without infringing on
their sovereignty.

The bill also directs the President to
seek to strengthen the capacity of
trading partners to promote core labor
standards.

In addition, the Secretary of Labor
will be directed to consult with any
country seeking a trade agreement
with the United States concerning that
country’s labor law. U.S. technical as-
sistance will be available to help other
countries raise their labor standards.

Whenever the President seeks to im-
plement a trade agreement with a
country, he will submit a report to the
Congress describing the extent to
which that country has laws in place to
govern the exploitation of child labor.
This will focus attention on any prob-
lems which will help direct appropriate
resources to solve these problems.

Requiring a one-size fits all policy
like this amendment does is not going
to enhance labor rights. It will upset
the careful political balance incor-
porated into the bipartisan TPA Act
and kill the very bill that is best
equipped to improve worker rights.

If you want this bill or TAA to ulti-
mately make it to the President’s
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desk, I urge you to oppose this amend-
ment.

There is a fundamental truth about
trade that a lot of Senators who are
trying to amend this bill ignore—trade
in of itself can lift people out of pov-
erty and improve worker rights around
the world.

It is no coincidence that the wealthi-
est nations on Earth are those who em-
brace trade. And these are the nations
that are most likely to have the high-
est labor standards in the world. The
fact is, by passing this bill we can help
poorer nations grow.

Trade promotion authority will help
us establish trading relationships with
many developing nations. The poorest
countries in the world desperately
want the United States to trade with
them and invest in them.

Open trade and investment have
helped to raise more than 100 million
people out of poverty in the last dec-
ade, with the fastest reductions in pov-
erty coming in East Asian countries
that were most actively involved in
trade. We can see similar results in the
next decade if we pass this bill.

A recent report by the World Bank
called ‘‘Global Economic Prospects and
the Developing Countries’” shows this
to be true. According to this study, a
new WTO trade agreement could lift
300 million people out of poverty. Help-
ing nations help themselves is surely a
better path to global prosperity than
mandates.

The Senator from Connecticut stated
several times in his remarks that if
you vote against his amendment, then
you are voting against the opportunity
to do something about slave labor,
child labor, and prison labor. This as-
sertion is simply wrong.

The United States already has stand-
ards relating to internationally recog-
nized worker rights. We have had these
standards for a number of years. In
fact, U.S. standards on worker rights
are nearly identical to the ILO stand-
ards that Senator DODD wants to put
into the Finance Committee’s trade
bill.

For example:

The First ILO standard relates to
freedom of association. This is also the
same standard the U.S. recognizes.

The second ILO standard relates to
the right to bargain collectively. This
is the same standard we recognize.

The third ILO standard relates to
forced, slave, or bonded labor. This is
exactly the same standard that we rec-
ognize.

The ILO’s fourth standard related to
child labor. The fourth United States
worker rights standard also relates to
child labor.

So to say that the United States
needs ILO standards on worker rights
because we aren’t currently doing any-
thing about these issues, or because we
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don’t have the ability to do anything
about the problems addressed by these
standards, is simply wrong.

I again urge my colleagues to oppose
this bill and support the bipartisan
compromise.

I move to table the amendment, and
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
STABENOW). Is there a sufficient sec-
ond?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is agreeing to the mo-
tion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HeELMS) and the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. MURKOWSKI) are necessarily ab-
sent.

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

The result was announced—yeas
nays 46, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 115 Leg.]

52,

YEAS—52

Allard Ensign Nelson (NE)
Allen Enzi Nickles
Baucus Fitzgerald Roberts
Bennett Frist Santorum
Bond Gramm Sessions
Breaux Grassley Shelby
growlnback I(_}Ireg% Smith (NH)

unning age :
Burns Hatch :mlth (OR)

. nowe
Campbell Hutchinson Specter
Cantwell Hutchison
Chafee Inhofe Stevens
Cochran Kyl Thomas
Collins Lott Thompson
Craig Lugar Thurmond
Crapo McCain Voinovich
DeWine McConnell Warner
Domenici Miller
NAYS—46

Akaka Durbin Lieberman
Bayh Edwards Lincoln
Biden Feingold Mikulski
Bingaman Feinstein Murray
Boxer Grahgm Nelson (FL)
Byrd Harkln Reed
garnahan i—Iolhngs Reid

arper nouye -
Cleland Jeffords gocé‘efeum
Clinton Johnson arbanes
Conrad Kennedy Schumer
Corzine Kerry Stab'enov'l
Daschle Kohl Torricelli
Dayton Landrieu Wellstone
Dodd Leahy Wyden
Dorgan Levin

NOT VOTING—2

Helms Murkowski

The motion was agreed to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I sug-
gest 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. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed as in
morning business for 4 minutes.

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

(The remarks of Senator LEAHY are
located in today’s RECORD under
‘“Morning Business.”’)

Mr. LEAHY. 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. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3433 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3401
(Purpose: To provide a l-year eligibility pe-

riod for steelworker retirees and eligible
beneficiaries affected by a qualified closing
of a qualified steel company for assistance
with health insurance coverage and in-
terim assistance)

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, I send to the desk an amendment
which is sponsored by myself, Senators
MIKULSKI, WELLSTONE, DEWINE, DUR-
BIN, VOINOVICH, and STABENOW.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
ROCKEFELLER], for himself, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. VOINOVICH, and Ms. STABENOW, proposes
an amendment numbered 3433.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.”’)
AMENDMENT NO. 3434 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3433
(Purpose: To clarify that steelworker retir-
ees and eligible beneficiaries are not eligi-
ble for other trade adjustment assistance
unless they would otherwise be eligible for

that assistance)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
DASCHLE] proposes an amendment numbered
3434 to amendment No. 3433.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, I rise this afternoon to talk for a
few minutes about the need for trade
adjustment assistance as a program
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and also an addition to it, something
that meets the real needs of workers as
currently contemplated, and then what
is also contemplated in our amendment
which is to add, at very small cost,
about 125,000 steel retirees.

I want to talk about them. Their
health benefits have been lost due to
the import surge that has taken place.
I passionately believe the trade adjust-
ment assistance concept has to be con-
sidered an integral part of U.S. trade
policy.

When U.S. trade policies result in
American workers losing their jobs
through no fault of their own, much
less Government inaction to protect
them in a legitimate forum, then I
think we owe them help.

I want to take a moment to highlight
the importance of the TAA health pro-
visions that will hopefully be included
in the final package the Senate passes.

Majority Leader DASCHLE, Chairman
BAuUcUSs, Senators BINGAMAN, CONRAD,
MIKULSKI, WELLSTONE, myself, and
many others have fought to include
health protection as part of TAA for
the first time. Workers want to get it.
If workers lose their jobs as a result of
imports, they deserve to get something
back. They deserve to be on their feet,
they deserve to have access to retrain-
ing, and they deserve to get cash as-
sistance. They also deserve to have
something called health care, which is
what everybody talks about and no-
body does anything about, but we
would like to. What has been lacking
has been some help for displaced work-
ers to retain their health care cov-
erage. I am not talking about just
steelworkers, I am talking about the
general population.

Under the Baucus-Grassley amend-
ment that is under consideration now,
they will have that help. I want to ex-
tend my sincere appreciation to the
majority leader for his advocacy for
provisions to provide health care as-
sistance to displaced workers who lose
jobs due to imports. This is a tremen-
dous improvement to the existing pro-
gram.

I also thank him, as I believe all
steelworkers do and should, for his sup-
port of our upcoming amendment that
will extend the new TAA health benefit
for steel retirees who have also lost
their retirement health coverage due
to closure of their former employer.

The majority leader had originally
agreed to include this as a provision in
his substitute amendment. But as we
all know, that effort was undermined
by a point of order and a threatened fil-
ibuster. So we had to make an adjust-
ment.

The majority leader agreed to sup-
port the inclusion of the steel retiree
health benefit as part of the overall
Trade Adjustment Assistance Program
because he understands what is at
stake. He understands that steel retir-
ees have lost their health benefits as a
direct result of imports—the most fero-
cious assault of imports, with a blind
eye from the U.S. Government and,
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particularly in the last several years,
just as surely as TAA-eligible workers,
active workers, lost their jobs because
of imports.

If steel retirees have lost their health
care coverage because their company
closed as a result of this massive
insurge of imports, they should get
some temporary relief. In fact, we are
giving them only bridge relief—1 year’s
relief—but it is a full year, which they
would not now have. I am talking
about 125,000 people right now in the
country. They would get 1 year’s
health benefits. This amendment would
provide it to them.

As we seek to improve benefits for
employees who lose their jobs because
unfair—and in many cases illegal—im-
ports have ravaged their industry, we
cannot forget the former employees of
these same industries—the retirees.
Under the current TAA system, an ac-
tive worker can get help in health
care—if we pass it—because they are
displaced by imports, but retirees are
left behind. The people who have gone
belly up and who are no longer working
at all but who worked for years and
years in the steel mills got nothing;
they are shut out.

The pending amendment will elimi-
nate that disparity by affording retir-
ees access to health care coverage that
displaced workers hopefully will soon
also be able to receive.

If a steelworker retires and they have
lost their health care because their
company closed, they will now be eligi-
ble to receive the same temporary
health benefits for 1 year as other
workers—active workers who have lost
their jobs and health coverage due to
imports.

These steelworker retirees are also
victims of imports. They have lost
health care because their companies
closed. Their companies closed because
the import crisis in the domestic steel
industry became overwhelming. I call
it a crisis because the International
Trade Commission called it a crisis and
said unanimously that it was due to se-
rious damage caused by imports, im-
ports from which our Government—not
just this administration but the pre-
vious one—failed to defend American
interests.

We have national laws on our books.
We failed to defend them. They don’t
allow other countries to dump their
steel products into our country. We
failed to defend that. That is not true
in other cases particularly, but it is
true with steelworkers. They have been
clobbered by this, and they have no
health care retiree ability whatsoever
right now.

Health care coverage for steel retir-
ees, who often live on fixed incomes, is
incredibly important to them. It can
mean the difference between all kinds
of things that make their lives miser-
able or OK. I want to clarify this be-
cause it is confusing. Whom are we
talking about in this amendment? Ac-
tive workers and retirees. Active work-
ers is the TAA category; active retirees
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is the steel category. Those are the
people we want to add to the TAA for
1 year.

Active workers who lose their jobs
are not retirees, they are unemployed
workers. Retirees—the steel folks—
have met years-of-service require-
ments—vested 15 years working and
this kind of thing—and they are out in
the cold. Now their companies have
closed and, for the most part, have
filed chapter 7. L'TV in Ohio filed for
chapter 7—no health benefits, no light
bulbs, nothing; everything is shut
down. The health benefits they used to
plan for in their retirement are now
gone. These are not people who can re-
tain and find new jobs, they are retir-
ees who have finished, for the most
part, their working years.

Under the new and improved TAA
program, for active workers, if a work-
er loses his job, he will now be eligible
for cash assistance, retraining, and
health benefits. In the case of a retiree
in the steel industry, they may not be
eligible for any retirement benefits
from the job that they have lost, and
under the current plan retirees are eli-
gible for nothing at all—unless my
amendment is adopted, and that will
only be for health, not for cash, not for
training, or anything else. The money
will only go to the retiree, not to the
company.

Retirees are eligible under my
amendment for the TAA health bene-
fits only if they were already eligible,
going through this vested process, for
retiree health benefits and if their
former employer permanently shut
down.

We have created a small universe of
125,000 people. When I get to the offset
in a minute, people are going to be
shocked by how cheap it is, how easy it
is to do. But the steel retirees will not
be eligible for any of the cash assist-
ance, or anything else that active
workers who are otherwise displaced
under the TAA will get. Active workers
are eligible for TAA health assistance
for the duration of the TAA cash as-
sistance, which goes on. On the other
hand, eligible steel retirees—the sub-
ject of our amendment—would only be
eligible for 1 year of health benefits.
That was the bridge we talked about,
to give everybody a chance to regroup
and see what we can do to retain the
steel industry and for them to be able
to get health care.

So this isn’t a Cadillac plan we are
talking about. This is a slimmed down
version. If retirees don’t have health
care coverage because companies shut
down due to imports, they should not
be left behind—particularly when the
Government is responsible for not de-
fending their interests over the past 30
years and not protecting the Federal
law against dumping and willingly let-
ting people do it. Of course, in the
United States we are suckers for any-
thing that is cheaper. It doesn’t matter
if it was made in America. Well, it
matters in the steel industry, and we
are about to lose it. Thirty-three com-
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panies have shut down in the last cou-
ple of years, and most of the others are
on the brink. We could very well have
no steel industry in 2, 3 years.

Today, there are only about 125,000
retirees. That is what my amendment
is about, along with Senator MIKULSKI
and Senator WELLSTONE. So 125,000 re-
tirees and their dependents, who
worked for companies such as LTV in
the steel industry do not have any
health coverage. They have not, in
fact, had any for the last several
months, since March.

These people live in Ohio, Indiana,
Michigan, New York, Alabama, Illinois,
Utah, Louisiana, North Carolina, Mis-
souri, and they do not at this point live
in West Virginia. Without the steel re-
tiree provision in this bill, those retir-
ees will continue to go without health
care. Is that what we do here? Is that
what we do as a legislative body?

Many of these retirees are not Medi-
care eligible and have no other re-
course. We all know about the terrible
human scourge of Americans without
health care coverage. We have done a
lot of talking about that, but we have
not done much to cure it. This is not
what retirees who spent a lifetime
working in the harsh conditions of a
steel mill—which my colleagues, Sen-
ators MIKULSKI and WELLSTONE, have
been in. Many others have, too. I have
not. It is like a coal mine; you do not
go in very often. It is dangerous, ter-
rible work. They helped us win the war,
and now we have a chance to do some-
thing for them.

I come back to the fact that the Fed-
eral Government has failed the steel
industry by not enforcing our national
trade laws against dumping, which is
what puts them out of work. Steel
companies were forced into bank-
ruptcy—as I said, 33 companies since
the year 2000—because our trading
partners were dumping steel on our
shores, and this is not my opinion. This
is what the International Trade Com-
mission found unanimously: That our
industry had been seriously injured by
imports.

Because of the Government’s inac-
tion for so long on those unfair trading
practices by our trading partners, our
domestic steel industry has suffered ir-
reparable harm. People look at that
and say: OK, we do not have steel in
our State; maybe it is true, maybe it is
not. It is true. The Presiding Officer
knows it. It is absolutely true. They
are falling like flies. Their stock is
selling at $1, $2. It is awful.

Section 201 gave them a little bit of
a boost, but it is a boost that will only
last 6 or 8 months or a year at most,
and then it will go right back down.
Here we come to the workhorse.

The provision is simply this. The pro-
vision will give retirees, many of whom
are entering, as I indicated, their sec-
ond month without health care cov-
erage—=85,000 of these workers are
former LTV workers, which went chap-
ter 7. They were in Ohio or they may
have moved elsewhere. It tries to give
them some breathing room.



May 16, 2002

They will receive the same benefit we
are giving TAA-eligible workers to
keep their health care. It will allow
these retirees some time to figure out
how to secure other forms of health in-
surance. It will allow us who care
about the steel industry to figure out
how we keep them together in America
so we can consolidate and keep a steel
industry which a country such as
America ought to have.

The amendment has been officially
scored by the Joint Tax Committee as
costing—and please listen—3$179 million
over 10 years. The White House has
been putting out figures six, seven
times as large. It is dramatically less
than what people claim this provision
would cost—$179 million over 10 years.
It is paid for with two IRS administra-
tive positions. The offset is in. It is
there. It allow taxpayers to accelerate
their payments to the IRS if they so
choose to do that. Under current law,
they cannot do that. The House has al-
ready passed this. They have already
agreed to it. It was one of Chairman
BILL THOMAS’s ideas.

I do not believe any of my colleagues
will object to this pay-for and should
understand we worked hard to find
agreeable offsets, thanks primarily to
Chairman Baucus and his staff.

This amendment improves upon an
essential reform of our existing TAA
program. It gives us health care. It tar-
gets temporary assistance to those who
really need it.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment for retirees who are enti-
tled to our help.

I thank the Presiding Officer. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the Chair.

Madam President, I join with pride
and enthusiasm my colleagues, Senator
ROCKEFELLER and Senator WELLSTONE,
in supporting this amendment to pro-
vide a safety net for American steel-
workers who have been battered by
decades of unfair and illegal trade
practices.

American steelworkers and their re-
tirees worked very hard and played by
the rules. They have served our coun-
try in war, building our ships, tanks,
and weapons. I was so proud of the fact
that in my own hometown of Balti-
more, at Bethlehem Steel, we made the
steel to repair the U.S.S. Cole so it
could go back out to sea and continue
to defend America.

That is what steel is all about. It
builds America. It makes us strong. It
has made us strong in war, and it has
made us strong in peace, making the
steel for our buildings, our cars, our
bridges, our roads.

Yet for decades, our Government has
watched as the steel industry withered,
not because steel was unproductive,
not because steel was overpriced, but
because of cheap, subsidized foreign
steel that has been dumped on our mar-
kets and, I might add, below the cost of
production. That is what makes it ille-
gal.
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The goal of the foreign steelmakers
is to destroy our American steel indus-
try. Then foreign producers will be free
to raise prices and control production,
and the United States of America, the
home of the free and the land of the
brave, will be dependent on foreign
steel for keeping our domestic econ-
omy going and keeping America
strong.

What would it have been if the U.S.S.
Cole, banged by a terrorist attack, had
had to limp home only while we dialed
Russia, Thailand, or Brazil to get the
steel parts to send them out to sea? I
think it is wrong to let our steel indus-
try die.

While we are going to fight for steel
and its future—and we thank our Presi-
dent, President Bush, for the tem-
porary tariffs to give steel a break—
our steelworkers are facing a crisis be-
cause so many steel companies are in
bankruptcy. What that means is, their
health care benefits are now at risk.
The Rockefeller-Mikulski-Wellstone-
Stabenow amendment seeks to help
those steelworkers who have suffered
the most from unfair trade practices:
the retirees whose companies are now
bankrupt and whose health care bene-
fits are now at risk.

Our amendment is a simple one, and
it is an affordable one. It would provide
a l-year temporary extension of health
care benefits for steel retirees who lose
their health insurance because of
trade-related bankruptcy of their com-
pany. Guess what. We have even
sunsetted it in the year 2007. This is a
bridge to help them.

Madam President, about whom are
we talking? Who are the steelworkers?
Who are the steel retirees about whom
we are talking?

First, the numbers: 600,000 retirees
and their dependents; 33,000 in my own
home State of Maryland are retired.
But it is not about numbers and statis-
tics. It is about people and it is about
families. Who are they? Guess what.
They have two characteristics in com-
mon: One, they all work for steel; two,
they have all been good, outstanding
citizens of the United States of Amer-
ica.

In my hometown, Bethlehem Steel
every year has been the largest con-
tributor to United Way. Those men and
those mills, those hot, steamy mills,
are the first to sign up for dues check-
off so the Girl Scouts, Boy Scouts,
Legal Aid, Meals on Wheels could have
their contribution. They are also very
often the first to volunteer for any
good cause in our community.

When you also look at the data on
who are the steelworkers, you find that
a high percentage of them are veterans.
They were called up and they went to
World War II. They went to Korea.
They went to Vietnam. And guess
what. While they were busy storming
Iwo Jima or climbing the cliffs at Nor-
mandy, they were fighting for America.
When they tried to make their way up
Pork Chop Hill to plant the flag, they
were fighting for America. When they
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were in that hell hole of the Mekong
Delta in Vietnam, they were fighting
for America. Now when is America
going to fight for them?

I think it is time America fights for
them. The industrial unions had the
highest compliance with the draft than
any other sector of our society. They
did not take academic deferments.
They did not go to Harvard to get a
theological degree. They did not get a
parade when they came home. By God,
they ought to at least be able to get
their health care in their retirement.

Now that is about whom I am talk-
ing. We are talking about the lifeblood
of our communities and people who
have been giving their red blood for
America. This generation has the val-
ues that we cherish: Hard work, patri-
otism, habits of the heart, neighbor
helping neighbor. Can we not at least
find a couple of million bucks to pro-
vide a 1-year bridge to help them get
the health care they need?

Last week, I told my colleagues
about Gertrude Misterka. Gertrude and
I grew up in the same neighborhood. It
is a neighborhood called Highlandtown.
Our Baltimore mneighborhoods have
names like that. I know Gertrude be-
cause we not only grew up in the same
neighborhood, but when I was first run-
ning for the city council, going door to
door, she and her husband Charlie were
living in the neighborhood and said
they absolutely would back me.

It was great to see her at my hearing
in March, but, my gosh, what an in-
credible reunion. Gertrude is now a
widow. She was married to a Beth-
lehem Steel worker named Charlie.
Charlie worked with Bethlehem Steel
for over 35 years. He was also a vet-
eran. Charlie thought that for his 35
years at Bethlehem Steel, he would
have a secure pension for himself and
his bride. He also believed if he passed
away, she would have a widow’s ben-
efit, she would have Social Security,
and his mind was at peace because she
would have her health care.

Even after his death, he thought he
could provide for her because the men
at the mills believe you ought to really
provide for your family.

Well, Gertrude relies on this health
care at Bethlehem Steel. She has dia-
betes, high blood pressure, and asthma.

I said: Gertrude, the naysayers are
saying you get gold-plated, lavish
health care. Tell me what you get.

She said: BARB, guess what. I get a
$100 monthly pension. I do not get a
COLA. When you retire at Bethlehem
Steel you take what you get, but you
do not get a COLA. My pension is fro-
Zen.

Out of a $100 monthly pension, she
pays $78 each month for her health care
premium. So she has this little pen-
sion. She has Social Security, but out
of her Bethlehem Steel, frozen with no
COLA, she pays 78 bucks.

She told me she asked her phar-
macist what her medications cost. If
she did not have health care, she would
have to pay $6,716 for her medication.
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Now, she is a diabetic. You do not
cheat on your diabetes medicine. What
are we going to do if Gertrude goes into
a coma? She is going to go into the
hospital, and that is mega bucks. You
have to take your test. You have to
take your insulin. You have to regulate
your blood pressure, and you have to
take care of that asthma so it does not
cause other complications.

I listened to Gertrude that day and
my heart went out to her and other
steel retirees. I promised her I would
fight to help those retired steel-
workers. They need a safety net so
they do not lose their health care.
Then the only reason they will lose
their health care is because their com-
panies are in trouble and are going
bankrupt because of documented unfair
trade practices.

These families worked hard for
America, some for nearly 50 years,
doing back-breaking work in hot mills
and in cold mills. Families now need
our help. Retired steelworkers who
thought 30 or 40 years of hard work
meant security for their families, wid-
ows who sent their husbands off to
these mills every day: these are the
true victims of years of unfair trade
practice. So this is why we have our
amendment.

American steel is in crisis. Our steel
companies are filing for bankruptcy
protection; 31 since 1997, 17 last year.
Steel mills are shutting down. Steel-
workers are losing their jobs. Why are
they doing this? Again, this is not hap-
pening because of the steelworkers
being at fault, the retirees being too
greedy, or the companies being poorly
managed. The cause of the steel crisis
is well-known: Unfair foreign competi-
tion has brought American steel to its
knees. Foreign steel companies, sub-
sidized by their governments, are
dumping excess steel into America’s
open market at fire sale prices. This is
not rhetoric. This is fact, documented
by the International Trade Commis-
sion.

Last year, they found these viola-
tions unanimously.

Let me give an example. The Russian
Government keeps about 1,000 unprofit-
able steel plants open through sub-
sidies. That is not 1,000 steelworkers;
that is 1,000 steel companies. Well, it is
real easy to compete with them, is it
not?

The Russians are our newfound
friends, but the Russians will not let us
export our chicken legs to them. South
Korea has nearly doubled its produc-
tion capacity since 1990, without the
domestic demand to support it. So, zip,
in comes their steel. When Asian coun-
tries had the collapse of their econo-
mies, they again dumped the steel. Was
any action taken? Oh, no. The
globalizers backed it.

I know we are going global, but while
they are going global, we do not have
to abandon the people who fought for
America. I said earlier in my remarks
about why steel is important: The rail-
roads, the bridges, the ships, the tanks.
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Saving steel is not an exercise in nos-
talgia. It is a national security issue.
We need to maintain production in
very important sectors. No more than
we want to be food dependent should
we be steel dependent.

Our President, George Bush, said
steel is an important issue and he said
it is an important national security
issue. I could not agree with him more.
Quoting Senator STEVENS, a great pa-
triot:

During World War II, we produced steel for
the world. We produced steel for the allies.
We rebuilt Europe. Could we do it again?

I am not so sure.

America must never become depend-
ent on foreign suppliers such as Russia
or China for the steel we need to defend
our Nation and keep our country on
the go. Tariffs have been imposed by
President Bush. I am going to reiterate
what I said earlier in my remarks: I
really do thank the President for doing
that. Those tariffs were temporary,
limited to 3 years. They were specific
and they were well documented
through the ITC. I appreciate the
President’s action, and that was a very
important step, but now we need the
next step. Tariffs help the industry.
Now it is also time to help the workers
and their retirees who will lose their
health care if their companies go
under.

Senator DASCHLE has led the way to
provide a temporary l-year extension
of health benefits to qualified steel-
workers. I sure support that. We are
also helping with other issues related
to current workers. Like the tem-
porary work tariffs gave the companies
breathing room to recover, we need a
temporary extension of benefits to give
workers and retirees breathing room to
find health care. This is what we need
to do.

I was moved at a hearing by the sto-
ries of ©people such as Gertrude
Misterka and others. I have been to the
rallies. I have been to the meetings. 1
feel very close to these workers. I grew
up in Baltimore in a mneighborhood
where most of the people in that com-
munity worked either at Bethlehem
Steel, Western Electric, or General Mo-
tors. Western Electric has since closed.
General Motors, we are not sure about
its future there. Bethlehem Steel is in
bankruptcy. We have real problems.
This is our industrial base.

In that neighborhood where I grew
up, my father had a neighborhood gro-
cery store. He opened it early every
day so that the steelworkers on the
early morning shift could come by and
buy their lunch. These were the people
I knew. These are not numbers and sta-
tistics, these are people with names
such as Stanley, Henry, and Joe. These
workers at Bethlehem Steel were not
units of production, they were our
neighbors. They were my neighbors,
but they are your neighbors.

What did we know about Bethlehem
Steel? In Baltimore, we thought it was
a union job with good wages and good
benefits. Our neighbors could go to
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work and put in an honest day’s work,
get fair pay, and come back and build
our communities. Right now, most of
the Bethlehem Steel workers work
very hard. Their commitment to Beth-
lehem Steel is a commitment to Amer-
ica, doing the work that needs to get
done for fair pay and a secure future.
We are proud of our workers at Beth-
lehem Steel. We are proud of what they
did at the mill. We are proud of how
they defended America. We are proud
of the way they prepare the U.S.S.
Cole.

I think it is time we repair the agree-
ments to assure our retirees have the
health care they need.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues, Senator ROCKE-
FELLER, Senator MIKULSKI, and other
Senators who have joined in this
amendment. I thank Senator MIKULSKI
for her remarks and for reminding
Members we are not talking about sta-
tistics, we are talking about men and
women whom we know and love and in
whom we believe. I thank Senator
ROCKEFELLER for his painstaking work
putting this amendment together.

I am not the insider politician, but I
want steelworkers—and not just steel-
workers; I want people in the heartland
of America, in industrial America—to
know exactly what the situation is. It
is 5:10 on Thursday night in the Senate
Chamber. Here is what is going on. We
had an amendment originally as part of
the trade adjustment assistance. It was
an amendment that said part of trade
adjustment assistance ought to be to
build a 1-year bridge where we can at
least make sure the steelworker retir-
ees—in the case of Minnesota, taconite
workers on the Iron Range—who
worked hard all their life, and now over
30 companies have declared bank-
ruptcy, including LTV company, a
classic example, receive retiree health
care benefits. People are terrified.

We said, let’s have a l-year bridge.
This was in the original amendment.
Senator ROCKEFELLER worked very
hard on it. Jay took the lead. Senator
DASCHLE deserves a lot of credit. He is
the leader of our party. We have this as
part of trade adjustment assistance.

The administration came out
Wednesday of last week with a letter.
They said the cost would be about $800
million in 1 year. They were downright
untruthful with the figures. Actually,
we were talking about $180 million over
10 years, not $800 million over 1 year.
The administration said it was ada-
mantly opposed. It was crystal clear
there was no way to move this package
forward, and therefore this provision
was removed.

I was presiding in the chair when
Senator DASCHLE said: I make it crys-
tal clear that all amendments to try to
modify this trade adjustment assist-
ance package, I will oppose—but not
the amendment that will deal with
steelworkers, trying to give them help;
I will support that.
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Now we bring the amendment to the
floor. What does the amendment say?
It says as part of this trade adjustment
assistance package, $180 million over 10
years, can’t we build this 1-year bridge
to provide the help to the people who
have worked so hard, now terrified
they will lose their health care bene-
fits? It is cost effective. It helps people.
It is compassionate liberalism, compas-
sionate conservatism, compassionate
Democrats, and compassionate Repub-
licans. We ought to do this. It is the
right thing to do.

I want steelworkers and their fami-
lies to know, this is now being filibus-
tered. There are Senators who I assume
will be debating this—I hope; certainly
not the majority. The good news, Sen-
ator ROCKEFELLER: Clearly, we have
the majority of the votes. What we
have now is no agreement on time, no
agreement for an up-or-down vote. This
bill is being filibustered. That is where
we are. We are in a filibuster situation.
One would think it was a cardinal sin
and the most terrible thing in the
world to try to provide some help to
people—which is what this is about.
Therefore, this is being filibustered.
Therefore, we are going to continue
with this debate. There won’t even be a
vote until next week. That is what is
happening right now.

I am pleased we have a majority of
the votes. That is obvious, since the
opponents do not want an up-or-down
vote. We have a lot of support for this
amendment. The question is whether
we can overcome the filibuster, wheth-
er we can overcome the efforts to block
this amendment.

I remember Jerry Fallos, president of
Local 4108 on the Iron Range of Min-
nesota, came here within the last
month and testified. I cannot say it as
well as he can say it. It is amazing. He
has seen 1,300 people out of work. Peo-
ple are out of work, and these are good-
paying jobs. And now you wonder how
you will support your family, and 6
months or a year later you do not have
health coverage, and you worry about
that. For a lot of the taconite workers,
it is their parents about whom they
worry.

That is what we focus on, people who
are vested, worked a lot of years for
companies, and now they are terrified
their health care benefits are going to
be canceled. Jerry said the people from
the Iron Range are used to hard times:
We are survivors, though. We work
hard. We have always responded to our
country in times of need. This steel in-
dustry has always been there for our
country in times of war. But now we
are asking for some help.

I say to the 100 Senators, as you de-
cide how to vote on this filibuster, this
is $180 million over 10 years. That is all
it is. If you made the estate tax perma-
nent, which mainly goes to million-
aires, plus, you would be talking about
$8 billion over 5 years. If we can help
out the wealthiest people, if we can
have all kinds of tax breaks to multi-
nationals, one would think $180 million
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over 10 years to provide help to retir-
ees, a l-year bridge before we finally
put together a package that will help
these people, would not be filibustered.

I cannot even believe we are now out
here fighting a filibuster, but that is
the situation. I ask the question,
Where are our values? Where is our col-
lective humanity? Are we going to step
up to the plate and help people? This is
a very modest amendment. We have
passion about this because it is people
we know and we love and in whom we
believe.

I told Senator ROCKEFELLER about
one discussion I had with one steel-
worker. He said to me: Now we are
counting on you all. A lot of our lives
are at stake. People’s lives are at
stake.

That is not being melodramatic. Sen-
ator MIKULSKI used the example of pre-
scription drugs. Elderly people are ter-
rified. They do not know how they will
afford the costs. They worked hard.
They did everything for our country.
Companies now declare bankruptcy and
walk away, and they don’t know what
they will do.

We say can’t we, over 1 year, provide
help while we work together and come
up with a package to help the retirees
and help the steel industry get back on
its feet? That is no small issue to the
economy of the United States of Amer-
ica.

I want to talk a little bit about the
position the administration has taken.
I will try to be well behaved.

I do want to say on section 201 that
the administration has already enter-
tained all sorts of exemptions. There
are now a thousand exemptions to the
President’s section 201 decision and
Secretary O’Neill is reported as saying
that a significant portion of them will
be favorably decided. So it may not
provide us with the trade relief we were
hoping for, though as Senator MIKUL-
SKI said, it is surely a step forward.

On the Iron Range it was not. On the
Iron Range you have tariff rate quotas,
so basically until you have 7 million
tons of slab steel, that can come into
the country without any help whatso-
ever. That is what we have right now.
That is what has put our taconite
workers out of work. So it simply does
not help at all.

Then you have 32 U.S. steel compa-
nies in the last 2 years that have filed
for bankruptcy. That is just unbeliev-
able. That is 30 percent of the domestic
steelmaking capacity. When they file
for bankruptcy, this is terror that peo-
ple then have to deal with because then
they can walk away, and they do walk
away from retiree health benefits. That
is what we are speaking to.

Let me just be really clear. There is
a bipartisan group of Senators who
have been working on the Steel Indus-
try Retirees Benefits Protection Act,
Democrats and Republicans. We all
know there is a lot of work to do. The
question is whether or not we can have
this 1-year bridge. We can do some-
thing for people who, right now, are
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flat on their backs, who are terrified,
who are worried. We can get some help
to them because they are in this posi-
tion through no fault of their own. No-
body can say that retired taconite
workers and steelworkers are in the po-
sition they are in right now, worried
about how they are going to afford
health care costs, because they are
slackers or because they are cheaters
or because they don’t work hard or be-
cause they are not loyal or because
they are not patriotic or because they
don’t love America or because they
have not done everything to serve our
country. They have done all of that
and more.

The only thing we are asking is
whether or not the Senate and this ad-
ministration will help these families.

I do not have the years or the savvy
of either of my colleagues out here, but
I have been here now 114 years. I can
figure out what is going on. This is an
amendment that is tough to be against.
This is a high moral ground amend-
ment. There is a lot of passion behind
this amendment. There is a lot of de-
cency behind this amendment. Frank-
ly, it is all about helping people—peo-
ple who richly deserve and need the
help.

I think we have a majority vote, but
the opponents will not give us that
vote. They will not agree to a time
limit. So we will be at this for the next
several days. We will be at this over
the weekend.

I hope steelworker families and other
families all across the heartland of
America are in touch with all Senators
because we are going to do everything
we can to overcome this obstacle, this
filibuster. A good, strong vote is impor-
tant, and I am delighted because we
have that; otherwise, there would not
be a filibuster. Now we have to deal
with the filibuster. I hope Senators will
be there to support these steelworker
retirees.

I do not know about my colleagues,
but for me, I have been waiting ever
since this debate started on fast track
for this amendment because here is
where I think Tip O’Neill’s adage about
““all politics is local” is absolutely
true. I would not make any apology to
anybody about this.

Senator ROCKEFELLER and Senator
MIKULSKI, there is nothing I want more
in the world than to pass this amend-
ment. We passed it already. We have
over 50 votes. That is why it is being
filibustered. There is nothing I want
more in the world than to make sure
we are able to come through for people.
That is why this amendment is impor-
tant: Not because of some strategy, not
because of some tactic, but because it
is on the floor of the Senate, it is 5:30
Thursday night but, darn it, this
amendment is directly connected to
the concerns and circumstances of the
lives of people we represent.

This is the right amendment. There
is no other reason to be in the Senate
than to try to pass this kind of legisla-
tion to help people—no other reason.
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Nothing can be more important, and I
hope we will have the support of our
colleagues.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
would like to introduce a few things in
the RECORD.

First, I ask unanimous consent Sen-
ator ARLEN SPECTER of Pennsylvania
be added as a cosponsor. He is the co-
chair of the steel caucus.

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

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I also ask to
have a letter from the vice chairman,
president, and CEO of Nucor, which is
the largest minimill in the TUnited
States, be printed in the RECORD.

In the steel industry you have some
conflict between integrated steel mills
and minimills which take scrap and
turn it into steel. It is an arcane but
nevertheless very real conflict.

I called Dan DiMicco in California
about this amendment. He has written
me a letter saying they have no prob-
lem with it at all. In no way will they
oppose this proposal.

Nucor has long advocated consideration
must be made for displaced steel workers or
retirees in transition due to permanent plant
closures.

One of the reasons he is for this is a
point I made earlier. This money does
not go to companies. It does not go to
integrated steel companies or
minimills. It goes to human beings.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
letter printed in the RECORD.

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

NUCOR CORPORATION,
Charlotte, NC, May 6, 2002.
Hon. JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR ROCKEFELLER: I understand
legislation pending before the Senate would
make certain steel industry retirees who
have lost their health care coverage eligible
under the Trade Adjustment Assistance pro-
gram for federal assistance in obtaining
health insurance coverage through COBRA
or state sponsored plans for one year.

Nucor Corporation will not oppose this
proposal. Nucor has long advocated that con-
sideration must be made for displaced steel
workers or retirees in transition due to per-
manent plant closures. The continued surge
of illegally traded steel has devastated com-
munities across America and left many retir-
ees and their families without access to
health care.

As I understand the proposal under consid-
eration, it would help the retirees who have
lost health care coverage due to permanent
closure of capacity directly and is for a lim-
ited period of time. As such, I do not believe
it would adversely affect Nucor because it
would not allow companies to discharge
their legacy obligations onto the federal gov-
ernment. We continue to believe that pen-
sion and health commitments of surviving
mills should remain the responsibility of
those mills, not of the taxpayers or the rest
of the industry.

Sincerely,
DANIEL R. DIMICCO,
Vice Chairman, President & CEO.
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Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
also called Governor Bob Taft of Ohio
yesterday afternoon. I told him we
have this situation, we have this
amendment. Yes, of course, L'TV is lo-
cated in his State, but that doesn’t
mean necessarily all the 85,000 steel re-
tirees are located in his State. I met
Governor Taft back in the 1960s. I don’t
know him well, but he is a fine Gov-
ernor. He is a conservative Governor, a
responsible Governor, and he did some-
thing I thought very unusual.

What I was asking for was a letter of
support for my amendment. The Gov-
ernor gets this phone call from some
United States Senator at 6 o’clock in
the evening saying: Can I have a letter
from you by noon? That is when this
Senator thought we were going to be
doing this legislation today.

He sent it. He sent it to Senator
VoiNovIcH, which is what he should
have done. He is a cosponsor of the bill.
But in it he says:

Retired steel workers, similar to their cur-
rently employed counterparts [active work-
ers], are suffering irreparable harm as a re-
sult of unfair trade practices. This amend-
ment offers temporary relief for those retir-
ees in the greatest need.

I urge you to support this amendment and
thank you for your attention to this impor-
tant issue.

He says a lot of good things about the
amendment. I ask unanimous consent
that also be printed in the RECORD.

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

STATE OF OHIO,
Columbus, OH, May 16, 2002.
Hon. GEORGE V. VOINVICH,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR VOINOVICH: I am writing to
express my support for an amendment
planned to be included in the trade adjust-
ment assistance section of the trade bill
being considered today by the Senate. As
you are aware, the health benefits of retired
steel workers have been terminated as a re-
sult of failed steel companies. Tens of thou-
sands of retired steel workers, concentrated
in Northeast Ohio, are now without health
care or are struggling to pay expensive pre-
miums.

I commend the President for his imposi-
tion of significant remedies to defend our na-
tion’s steel industry from the unfair trade
practices of some foreign producers. Unfortu-
nately the relief did not come soon enough
for some companies. Major steel manufactur-
ers have permanently closed, health care and
pension funds are exhausted and retirees are
left with few and costly health care options.

The Health Care Benefits Bridge program
will allow retired steel workers to receive a
health care credit for one year equal to 70
percent of the total cost of premium of
health care coverage under COBRA or state
established plans. The retirees would be re-
sponsible for the remaining 30 percent. The
bridge plan would limit eligibility those re-
tirees who have lost health care coverage be-
cause of the permanent closure of their
former employer.

Retired steel workers, similar to their cur-
rently employed counterparts, are suffering
irreparable harms as a result of unfair trade
practices. This amendment offers temporary
relief for those retirees in greatest need.
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I urge you to support this amendment and
thank you for your attention to this impor-
tant issue.

Sincerely,
BOB TAFT,
Governor.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I also want to
make one point clear. Some people say:
Why can’t the Department of Labor—
which sort of decides on TAA matters—
why doesn’t it just include, administra-
tively, steel retirees?

They cannot. They do not have the
power to do that. They do not have the
authority to do that. The retirees we
are talking about—Senator
WELLSTONE, Senator MIKULSKI, myself,
and Senator STABENOW, who obviously
wants to say something—they do not
have the power to do that. They cannot
include them on their own. It can only
be done through action of the Congress,
which is why this amendment is before
us.

Back last summer, a number of us
were doing the legacy bill, which is
sort of the big solution, a $16 or $17 bil-
lion solution. And there is a great rea-
son for that; it just did not happen to
be a very compelling one at the time
we were doing it. But you have to do
three things to make steel work.

I apologize to my colleague from
Michigan, because I know how much
she wants to speak.

You have to invoke section 201. That
is the International Trade Commission.
The Finance Committee had voted to
do that. Oddly enough, the Finance
Committee has the same power under
the law to invoke the International
Trade Commission on the subject of
imports and the damage from imports
as does the President of the United
States. So does the Ways and Means
Committee. They did not choose to in-
voke it. We did. So had the President
not invoked section 201, we would have,
and already had voted to do so. So the
same process would have taken place.

The first thing you have to do is in-
voke section 201. What does that do for
you? It gives a little bit of a lift in the
market, as I indicated, for 6 or 8
months. People feel a little bit better.
But it does not last. It did buy us time,
and we needed time. Because we have
to think, how are we going to keep the
steel industry together? How can we
have a 40 or 50-million-ton steel indus-
try in a place called the United States
of America, which sort of started this
whole thing?

All around the world, everybody,
when they want to get into the United
Nations, they start a steel industry and
they buy a 747. Now, that is a little
crude, and I apologize for saying that,
but, frankly, that is what you do to es-
tablish yourself as a real country: You
have a national airline—it might be
one plane—and you have a steel indus-
try. So these imports just come flowing
into our country from all over the
world. People underestimate the power
of that. Of course, they are cheap be-
cause they are dealing with $l-an-hour
labor, a little more or a little less. And
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then sometimes our industries have to
buy that because they have to survive.

So I want to stress the urgency of
particularly what has happened be-
tween 1998 and 2000 and 2001, where this
enormous import surge overtook the
United States in steel at the same time
as another surge of total neglect on the
part of the Government. This is not a
partisan statement about this adminis-
tration. It was the same thing in the
last administration.

I can remember endless hours in the
steel commission arguing with Bob
Rubin, Gene Spurling, and Charlene
Barshefsky, and all kinds of high and
mighty people. And they said: No,
globalization is the deal. I said: I agree;
it is the deal, and I voted for PNTR,
and all the rest of it. But, frankly, we
have something called a steel industry
in Senator STABENOW’s State and my
State, and it is sort of the heart and
soul of America. But they were not in-
terested.

I think Senator WELLSTONE’s $800
million figure was, in fact, e-mailed by
the White House to a whole lot of Sen-
ate offices just as late as this after-
noon, trying, again, to scare us away
from this amendment based on cost.

I will just end with this thought. It
almost seems impossible we would be
bringing an amendment to this body,
an amendment which only affects
125,000 people at the present time, and
they have to go through so much to
even qualify. They have to have
worked in the mill 15 years, and all the
rest of it. And if the mill goes chapter
T—that is, goes belly-up, completely—
it has to do so by January of 2001. And
then it only lasts until January 1 of
2004. That means, if a West Virginia
plant or a Michigan plant went belly-
up and shut out the lights, sent out
pink slips, with no health benefits,
nothing, everything goes. The Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation does
take care of the pensions, but nobody
takes care of health care. Nobody takes
care of health care for these people.

We still provide this amendment,
which is so tightly constricted to
125,000 people, costing $179 million over
10 years. Frankly, I don’t know why
the White House does not say: We want
this. We accept this. We will take cred-
it for it. It is a no-brainer. Yet, obvi-
ously, it is the subject of filibustering
and all kinds of divisions. And I regret
that very much.

There is really nothing quite like a
steelworker. They sweat and toil, as
you can imagine. It is so dangerous.
They lose arms, fingers, legs. They
work in 125 to 130-degree heat in the
summer. I am not pleading for them. I
am just simply saying that when their
company goes belly-up because of Gov-
ernment inaction, by not enforcing the
Federal laws against imports, they de-
serve—if not to get cash, if not to get
training, if not to get other benefits—
at least to get health care benefits.

I thank the Presiding Officer and
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.
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Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise with great pride to be a cosponsor
of this amendment. I thank my col-
league from West Virginia for his pas-
sion, his compassion, and his advocacy
for great Americans—our great Amer-
ican steelworkers. He has been here
over and over again fighting on behalf
of the industry, fighting on behalf of
workers, many of whom are in Michi-
gan. I thank him for his leadership. I
also thank Senator WELLSTONE from
Minnesota for his ongoing leadership
and advocacy for our steelworkers, as
well as thanking Senator MIKULSKI
from Maryland.

This is a dynamic trio that I am very
proud to join, and I very much appre-
ciate the fact that they are coming
back over and over and over again
until we can get this done.

I share my colleagues’ view that we
are coming with a critical yet modest
proposal in terms of how we debate in
the Senate, covering 125,000 retirees
with health benefits at a cost of $179
million over 10 years, which certainly
sounds like a lot of money, but in
terms that we are debating, it is a very
small amount to put aside for a group
of people who have worked their whole
lives to build America.

I find it so amazing, as we debated
other bills—and we have talked about
our overreliance on energy and the
need to do more domestic production—
that we, at this time, would not be up
in arms about the possibility, hopefully
not probability, of losing an American
steel industry. I cannot imagine, in
this time that we are focused on na-
tional security and war on terrorism,
that we would even, in any way, allow
the possibility that we might lose our
domestic steel industry. Yet that is
what is happening in our country.

We have only six iron ore mines in
the country: four in Minnesota and two
in Michigan. When they are closed, we
will no longer have the ability to pull
the raw materials out of the ground.

The men and women in the upper pe-
ninsula of Michigan work very, very
hard. They and their families have
gone through layoffs. They have gone
through mine closings. They are on the
edge. This proposal is simply to say
that for those who are already retired,
who had health benefits, who were
promised health benefits, whose com-
panies closed—and we had over 33 of
them closed since the year 2000—we
would give them a 1-year reprieve, 1
yvear of health care benefits, to try to
help in the transition.

I very much appreciate the fact that
the President has acknowledged the
concerns about steel and taken some
action. There are efforts right now to
help the industry, to address the ques-
tion of unfair dumping. This is a small
bridge for 125,000 people who are retired
from an industry that is critical. They
built America. And I believe we owe
them at least that.

For those who are now working in
the great State of Michigan, whether it
is in the upper peninsula or whether it
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is in the lower peninsula of Michigan,
down river or metro Detroit, we owe
them, as well, to stop the dumping, the
unfair competition, so that we can give
them an opportunity to succeed and
give our steel companies, which are
making investments, are efficient, and
doing everything they can to stay
afloat, the opportunity to succeed be-
cause we, as a country, need them to
succeed.

The issue of steel in our country
today is absolutely critical. While we
are working to find ways to stop unfair
trade practices and, hopefully, the
mechanisms and remedies that have
been put into place will have some kind
of positive effect—we certainly hope
so—while we are working for other
ways to support the steelworkers and
their families, to support the busi-
nesses, this is a small way to acknowl-
edge the significance and the impor-
tance of the steel industry and the
steelworkers in the United States and
to say for those who are retirees, who
assumed when they would retire that
they would have their health care ben-
efits and who have lost them because of
unfair competition, because of dump-
ing in our country from other coun-
tries, that we, in fact, will recognize
them in this whole question of trade
adjustment assistance.

I am proud to stand with my col-
leagues. I ask that we come together in
a bipartisan way. With a small amount
of investment, we can make a major
statement and help 125,000 great Amer-
icans. I hope we will do that.

I urge strong support for the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I see a
few of the sponsors of the amendment
are present. Maybe either one of the
sponsors, since they know more about
this amendment than I, might be able
to respond.

I am wondering how much this
amendment will cost. How much does
it cost per family, per beneficiary?
Would either the Senator from West
Virginia or the Senator from Maryland
tell me that? Many times health care
per family costs $7,000; sometimes
steelworkers have very generous plans.
Could they give me some idea of what
it costs per family?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. As to the mat-
ter of how much it costs each family,
that is not yet available because the
circumstances vary enormously. Some-
times there might be a little bit of
health care left over. In virtually all
cases, there was none left over.

The fact is the Joint Tax Committee,
which looked at this in a rather con-
servative fashion, came out with a $179
million cost over a period of 10 years. I
don’t think the Senator from Okla-
homa would challenge that.

Mr. NICKLES. Per year or $179 mil-
lion over a 10-year period?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Over a period of
10 years.

Mr. NICKLES. Does the program last
for 12 months? How many months of



S4466

health care are we providing for retired
steelworkers?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If the under-
lying amendment, referring to the TAA
in general and health care, pre-
vailed——

Mr. NICKLES. Just the steelworkers.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I am answering,
if the Senator would allow me to an-
swer the question the way I would like
to. That can provide health care for a
couple of years, but not with the steel-
worker retirees. That is only a 12-
month period, and that is it, once.

Mr. NICKLES. I am just trying to
learn what is in the Senator’s amend-
ment. I am going to debate against it
in a minute, but I want to educate my-
self on what I am debating.

The cost is $179 million over 10 years,
but the program for steelworkers only
lasts for 1 year, the 12 months’ bene-
fits. So it is actually about $179 million
for 1 year’s benefits for the eligible
steelworkers in the Senator’s amend-
ment?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. That is correct.
I think I understand what the Senator
is also asking. And that is, if it is a 1-
year program, we are only talking
about 10 years. I would be happy to
hand over a chart exactly of what is
proposed. In fact, the funding is zero
for this year, 86 for next year, 25 for
following, 15, 16, 2, and then there is a
series of just dots and dashes, not con-
templating that there will be anything
in the succeeding 10 years. That is
what it was done for. It was done for 10
years.

Mr. NICKLES. I will ask either Sen-
ator, the duration of the amendment to
benefit only the steelworkers is for 12
months. I happen to have great respect
for the Senator from Maryland and the
Senator from West Virginia. I have a
feeling that if that 12 months was ex-
piring, that you would be coming for
an extension of the 12 months.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator is
entirely wrong in that. I apologize to
the Senator from Maryland. That is in-
correct. This is not a question of some-
thing which comes up for reauthoriza-
tion. This will not happen. One year,
once.

Mr. NICKLES. In the underlying
Daschle amendment that was intro-
duced a week or so ago, it was a 2-year
program; isn’t that correct?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. In the under-
lying amendment for TAA workers who
are different than steel retirees; those
are active workers you are talking
about. I am talking about steel retir-
ees.

Mr. NICKLES. Correct me if I am
wrong, active steelworkers would apply
and would benefit under the TAA pro-
posal as any other TAA eligible em-
ployee. The Senator’s amendment ap-
plies only to retired steelworkers?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. That is correct.

Mr. NICKLES. And correct me if I am
wrong, you are talking about retired
steelworkers basically in two plants, is
that accurate? Or is this retired steel-
workers, any steelworker who happens
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to be retired? Or is it specifically to
steelworkers who are in chapter 11 or
chapter 7?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If I can answer
the Senator’s question, it is not any
steelworker. It isn’t anybody in chap-
ter 7 or chapter 11. It is only to those
who are vested, which by itself is a 15-
year requirement. They get nothing
that TAA, if it were to pass, would get
in the way of, say, 2 years of health
care. They don’t get any cash. They
don’t get any transition. They don’t
get any retraining. All they get is 12
months of bridge health care, period,
once.

Mr. NICKLES. Since we are not going
to vote on this today and you are spon-
soring the amendment, I have heard
the arguments made. We want to help
these families. And you are providing
health care for the families, 125,000
families, I believe I heard you say. I
would like to know, health care costs
so much per month, so much per year
per family. I would love for my col-
leagues to tell me how much these
plans cost so we would have a little
better idea of the per-family benefit.

Mr. WELLSTONE. It is 70 percent of
the COBRA cost. That is what this
amendment is about. It is the same.
COBRA costs on average about $700 a
month. This picks up 70 percent. That
is what we do for other employees.
That is the cost.

Mr. NICKLES. I am happy to know

that. So if COBRA costs $700 a
month——

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is an aver-
age.

Mr. NICKLES. I am just trying to
make sure we find out what we are
talking about. If COBRA costs $700 a
month and you are talking about 70
percent of that, that is $500 a month.
And you are talking about 12 months,
so you are talking about $6,000 benefit
per year. Is that pretty close to accu-
rate? I am just trying to figure this out
so I will know, if we are getting ready
to give benefits to one particular
group—as a matter of fact, a couple of
companies—I kind of need to know. I
think it would be nice for the tax-
payers to know.

I am happy to yield to the Senator
from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. First of all, I am so
glad that the Senator from Oklahoma
is in the Chamber. We are glad that
Members who have concerns or even
opposition are here. Let’s do the clari-
fication.

The Senator asked about the annual
cost, $179 million over 10 years. First,
in the year 2003, $85 million; 2004, $25
million because of a population dip;
then up to $50 million in 2005; $18 mil-
lion in 2006; and $2 million in 2007. And
this is sunsetting at 2007. So the bill
has a sunset.

Mr. NICKLES. I think I have the
floor.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I just wanted to add
about the complexity of going to the
family because you see these retirees,
and the way this would work is that it
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is a tax credit to the risk pool that
takes this on. So we are not quite sure
what the individual family premiums
would be. We asked Joint Tax and the
Budget Committee, those who advise
us, to tell us what would be the annual
estimates, and then an estimate be-
tween now and 2007.

Mr. NICKLES. Well, I am not a big
fan of tax credits, just so the Senator
from Maryland knows—and the Sen-
ator from West Virginia already knows
this about the Senator from Oklahoma.
Therefore, I question the wisdom of
doing this in tax credit form. It would
be a lot more direct, legitimate, for
scorekeeping and otherwise, to say we
are going to write a check, and here
are thousands of people, and say pay
for your health care, than to try to go
through silly system of tax credits,
where it doesn’t work very well. I
think maybe I will explain that at
some point.

I am trying to have a better under-
standing. If you have a 12-month pay-
ment—or assistance in payment, 70
percent—for steelworkers, and we are
doing that for 12 months, this is 2002;
why are we making payments in 2004
and 2005? I don’t understand that.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I will be happy
to try to answer that. First of all, in-
cluded in the $179 million—which I as-
sume came as some surprise to the
Senator from Oklahoma, because that
is the entire cost over the entire
amendment—the scoring group took
into account what would happen, for
example, not with just the 125,000 we
have this year, but suppose Bethlehem
Steel in Maryland, as could happen,
went chapter 7, went belly-up next
year; the Senator from Oklahoma
should know—and there might be some
residuals; there might be a caretaker
or grandmother who has a dependent.
If that company goes belly-up, that is
already included in the $179 million.
They looked at the condition of what
they adjudged to be the steel industry
and its future, and the health care cost
attending to that and made their judg-
ment. So your question still comes
back to $179 million.

Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate the clari-
fication. If a company went bankrupt
in 2004, they could receive benefits
under this amendment, is that correct,
up to 12 months?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If one takes the
scoring of this offset, one could posture
that, and one could also raise the ques-
tion that it might not happen. They
were trying to figure out as best they
could—and who can figure these things
out absolutely perfectly—what is like-
ly to happen in the steel industry and
what the health care consequences are
for retirees. All of that fits within the
$179 million.

Mr. NICKLES. I wonder, as well, as
the sponsors of the amendment are
very close to the steelworkers, if they
can provide this Senator, over the next
couple of days, what the benefits are
and what the benefit package costs for
retirees. Those are collectively bar-
gained packages. I could probably find
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that on the Internet. These are pack-
ages they provide for retirees. Given
this fact, I would like to know, are we
subsidizing plans that are very gen-
erous, comparable to Federal employ-
ees? I don’t know.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If I may answer
the Senator, unlike the coal industry,
the steel industry has a whole series of
different bargained health benefit
packages. I don’t know exactly, but my
guess is that right now the steel com-
panies probably pay about 90 percent of
the health care costs of the steel-
workers, and the steelworkers pay 10
percent. So they have already gone
from 90 percent down to 70 percent, and
then they have their choice, as the
Governor of Ohio, Governor Taft, indi-
cated, of using a variety of risk pools.
It could be a variety of programs, but
it is not a constant figure. It could
vary, and it is definitely not based
upon what it is they negotiated. They
have made tremendous cuts and sac-
rifices from the agreements they nego-
tiated with the steel company.

Mr. NICKLES. What age of eligibility
can people—when you think of retirees,
you think of somebody at age 65. What
is the earliest age a retired steelworker
might be who might receive benefits
under this proposal?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. As best we can
figure, 256 percent of the steelworkers
who might receive this proposal are
not receiving Medicare. As such, none
have prescription drugs.

Mr. NICKLES. Correct me if I am
wrong, so you have it that 75 percent of
the pool are now Medicare eligible, is
that correct?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Without the
prescription drugs, correct.

Mr. NICKLES. And 75 percent of the
beneficiaries—the 125,000 people—are
eligible for Medicare, is that correct?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. That is correct.

Mr. NICKLES. And 25 percent are not
eligible for Medicare, so presumably
under the age of 62, is that correct.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Under 65.

Mr. NICKLES. I stand corrected, 65.
So what is the earliest age that a bene-
ficiary can receive benefits under the
Senator’s proposal?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I don’t think it
is a question of what is the age. It is a
question of what happened to the com-
pany, when did it fit into the dates. We
have constricted it by saying that the
company had to go belly-up, so to
speak, by January 1, 2000, until the
year January 1, 2004. You cannot tell
what the age might be. We could pre-
sumably find out what the ages are
right now, but you cannot predict that
in the future because it does not de-
pend on the age; it depends upon
whether the company has gone out of
business.

Mr. NICKLES. One additional ques-
tion. If a young person—say my son, or
your son, is twenty-years-old, goes to
work for a steel company and works
there for 12 years or 15 years. Now they
are 35 years old. Company XYZ goes
bankrupt, so now that individual would
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they be eligible for this benefit at the
age of 357

Ms. MIKULSKI. Yes. The eligibility
is based on the status of the company,
meaning is it bankrupt; No. 2, if the in-
dividual has worked for the company
for 15 years, not less, and if they have
taken retirement. Now, they could be
38 years old. The company could be
bankrupt. They could be out of work.
That doesn’t mean they have become
retirees. So your scenario, though I
think it would be technically correct,
is not operationally correct.

So 75 percent are Medicare-eligible.
The other 25 percent usually are over
55, but are primarily between 60 and 65.
This is why we are calling part of this
a bridge. For some, it would be 1 year
to even get them to Medicare.

Mr. NICKLES. Let me ask one other
question. To be eligible, then they have
to be receiving retirement pay to be
called a retiree?

Ms. MIKULSKI. Yes.

Mr. NICKLES. So you could work 15
years and I don’t know how many years
you have to work—

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. May I correct
the Senator for a second? Remember
that the company they are working for
no longer exists in order for them to
qualify.

Mr. NICKLES. I understand. I am
trying to figure out who is eligible. So
I think I heard the Senator from Mary-
land say they are eligible if they are
receiving retirement checks. They may
be receiving the checks from the steel
company, which even though the com-
pany went bankrupt, it may well still
be making payments for pension bene-
fits, or maybe it dumped their liabil-
ities on the Pension Benefit Guarantee
Corporation, or there may be some
other consortium employer payment
plan. But if they are receiving their re-
tirement check, they are classified as
retiree. What is the earliest age a per-
son can be receiving a retirement
check as a steel worker?

Ms. MIKULSKI. That would vary
company by company.

Mr. NICKLES. After 15, 20 years of
service?

Ms. MIKULSKI. Usually after 20.

Mr. NICKLES. A couple other ques-
tions, and then I will make a few com-
ments.

If we are doing this for the steel-
workers, how can you say we should
not do this for the textile workers?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Can I answer
the Senator’s question?

Mr. NICKLES. Why shouldn’t we do
it for the communication workers or
the airline workers or the hotel work-
ers in Nevada?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. May I answer
the Senator’s question?

Mr. NICKLES. Yes.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. There has never
been a case I know of in American his-
tory where the Government, over a pe-
riod of 30 years, since the passing of
the Trade Act in 1974, has been so abso-
lutely wunilaterally egregiously neg-
ligent of the interests of fulfilling
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American law which says that steel
cannot be dumped at lower than its
cost of production by other countries
into this country.

As my colleague may remember,
President Clinton promised—actually
it turns out it was West Virginia—he
would not allow dumping to happen.
The present administration has made
similar types of promises. They and all
other administrations have egregiously
ignored the law. That is why I keep
saying the Government’s negligence is
what makes the steel retirees so dif-
ferent in what they deserve and what
they should get in the way of this mod-
est health benefit for so few, primarily
because, one, they have been injured by
imports—that is what the Inter-
national Trade Commission said—and
second, the Government has been so to-
tally negligent. Much of this is the
Government’s fault they are out of
work—our Federal Government.

Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate my col-
league’s response. I want to make a few
comments, and I appreciate the pa-
tience of my friends and colleagues
from Maryland, West Virginia, and
Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, can
I say one thing? I am not taking the
floor. I know the Senator from Okla-
homa wants to speak, and I will have a
chance to respond. I thank him for his
questions. It is important to get all of
this information out. It is important
for people to understand the human
crisis.

I say to my colleague, there are a lot
of people who are really hurting out
there, as my colleague from West Vir-
ginia has said; people who have been on
the short end of the stick for over
three decades of negligent policy. I
thank my colleague very much for his
questions.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank my friend
from Minnesota.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so I can make an an-
nouncement to the Senate?

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to
yield.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the major-
ity leader asked me to announce that
there will be no more rollcall votes to-
night. Also, tomorrow, after we have
the vote at 10:30 a.m., there will be
ample opportunity for those who are on
the list to offer amendments if the Sen-
ators involved in the steel issue have
nothing more to say and they have no
objection to setting aside their amend-
ment.

Also, we will be in session on Mon-
day. People who are complaining about
not having an opportunity to offer
amendments, tomorrow and Monday
there will be adequate opportunity to
do that. There will be no votes, but
there will certainly be opportunities to
offer amendments.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, can
I ask the whip one question?

Mr. REID. Yes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I know other Sen-
ators have amendments. I gather there



S4468

will be some opportunity for discussion
in the morning on this amendment,
and there will be other amendments.
On Monday, is it the whip’s intention
we will be in session Monday evening
as well for time to discuss this amend-
ment?

Mr. REID. The Senator should know,
there are no votes on Monday, so I do
not know how late the leader will want
to stay in session. I assume we will
come in around 1 o’clock on Monday
and work all afternoon. If the Senator
from Minnesota wants to talk about
steel, that will be the first priority. If
Senators no longer want to talk about
steel, we can, if Senators agree, set
that amendment aside so other amend-
ments can be offered. There will be
adequate opportunity Monday evening
to talk on this all the Senator wants.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Then Tuesday we
will have time for final debate as well.

Mr. REID. We will make sure that is
the case.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DAY-
TON). The assistant Republican leader.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Nevada. I also urge col-
leagues if they have amendments to
bring them down. I hope and pray we
will be ready to conclude this bill soon.

I do not think the amendment my
colleagues from West Virginia and
Maryland offered should be included in
the bill. I think it is a Kkiller amend-
ment. I am concerned what people are
trying to do in loading up the trade
promotion authority bill. They know
President Bush wants trade promotion
authority, as every President has
wanted trade promotion authority.
Every President wants to mnegotiate
trade deals because they realize if we
are going to be the world leader in
trade, we need to expand trade.

We have been the beacon, the leader
for trade all across the world. Presi-
dent Reagan, whom we honored today
with a Congressional Gold Medal, was
adamant in saying we want to expand
trade. We did so, and that greatly con-
tributed to the fall of communism. It
opened up markets. It created jobs. It
led to a robust world economy. Every-
body started realizing that trade is mu-
tually beneficial, we should pass trade
promotion authority, and every Presi-
dent has had trade promotion author-
ity going all the way up, including
President Clinton. He had it in his first
couple years but lost it in 1994, and did
not ask for it until after the 1996 elec-
tion.

When President Clinton asked for it,
he could not get it through the House.
He could have gotten it through the
Senate. We had the votes for it. The
Senate traditionally has been more
free trade. Unfortunately, he did not
get it for the duration of his term, and
many of us supported giving it to him.

Whether the President was Repub-
lican or Democratic, we felt it was im-
portant. We happen to be supporters of
free trade enough to know we have to
be the leader in free trade if we are
going to make it happen. It did not

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

happen. President Bush asked for it
and got it through the House. It is al-
ways more difficult to get it through
the House than the Senate. President
Bush got it through the House. Every-
body said it was going to go through
the Senate.

Senator DASCHLE said: I support
trade promotion authority, but we are
going to add two other bills to it. Sen-
ator BAUCUS agreed. I disagree with it
strongly.

When we passed these bills out of the
Finance Committee, they were not to-
gether. They were individual bills, as
they always have been. We have always
had trade promotion authority as one
bill. We have done the trade assistance
bill separately and both passed with
large margins, usually a 70-vote mar-
gin. We did not have to tie the two to-
gether.

Unfortunately, Senator DASCHLE and
Senator BAUCUS tied in the Andean
trade bill, which actually has to pass
today, and it is not passing today. Now
we could have imposition of tariffs on
poor countries, Andean nation coun-
tries. It would be a disgrace for us to
let that happen.

Yet the Democratic leadership said
we are going to tie all three together.
Basically, what they were saying—and
not hiding it—is we are going to hold
trade promotion authority and Andean
trade hostage until we get a lot of
other things added to the trade adjust-
ment assistance bill. I supported trade
adjustment assistance, but let’s look at
how they are trying to expand it.

They said: Let’s have trade adjust-
ment assistance, which is supposed to
train people if they lose jobs due to im-
ports, to learn a new job, new business,
new trade. I fully support this. Usually
it costs about $10,000 per person. Only
one out of four who is eligible applies.
The Democrats are saying now we want
health care to be a benefit for this and
have the Federal Government pay
three-fourths of the cost. That was
their original proposal. Now it is 70
percent. We do not pay three-fourths
for anybody. Why is it a Federal re-
sponsibility to pay now a 7T0-percent
tax credit? Most corporations get a de-
duction. That is 35 percent of a deduc-
tion. There is a big difference between
a T0-percent credit where the Govern-
ment is writing a check and under this
proposal. This proposal is a refundable
credit, it is a welfare payment, it is the
Government writing a check. That is
very expensive.

Then some people say: Maybe we can
do that. That is not enough. Now we
are going to have steel legacy costs for
one industry, and now we find it is not
just one industry, it is not just retired
steelworkers, it is retired steelworkers
for a couple of bankrupt companies.
These are companies that went bank-
rupt, and we are going to pick up their
health care costs.

Three-fourths of these individuals are
already eligible for Medicare. They are
in the same Government health care
program that my mother is in and that
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most senior citizens are in, but my col-
leagues are saying that is not good
enough; we have to have the Federal
Government provide additional health
care.

A lot of companies do offer Medicare
supplements. Great. And they do that
in a way that says: We do not want
anybody to go out of pocket for any-
thing. That is nice. It is a fringe ben-
efit. Only some companies do this, as it
is not available for everybody. There
are a whole lot of people who only have
Medicare. My colleagues want the Fed-
eral Government to pay for Medicare
supplements for retired steelworkers if
their company went bankrupt.

Why are we going to do that? If we do
it for them, why not do it for textile
workers? They have the same prob-
lems. Why do we not do it for commu-
nication workers? Senator LOTT—
WorldCom is going through a heck of a
debacle. They have laid off thousands
of people.

What about other communications
companies? We see layoffs after layoffs.
Is the Federal Government picking up
their health care costs? Where are we
going to stop this march toward social-
ism with Government saying: We will
benefit this group and this group.

We benefited the railroad retirees.
We helped take care of their railroad
retirement plan. Yes, we have done
that. Let’s take care of steel.

We have already imposed tariffs that
are supposed to help the steel industry.
That is not enough. So even though we
are going to have all kinds of tariff
protectionism for the steel industry,
that is still not enough. Now we are
going to pick up the retirement costs
for some of the bankrupt companies.
Why do we not have a real incentive for
people to sign any kind of contract,
whether they can afford it or not, be-
cause Uncle Sam is going to pick up
the cost? Wow, that is terribly irre-
sponsible policy. How can it be done for
this group and not for another group?

When we start this policy where
Uncle Sam is going to start picking up
retiree costs, I am figuring out you can
be 35 or 37 years old and get benefits
under this proposal. Most people who
are 37 years old—my son is about that
age. I do not think of him as being re-
tired, but to think my daughter is
going to have to be paying taxes for
him to get health care benefits is ab-
surd. Yet that is what we are trying to
do in this legislation.

I am amazed at the fiscal irrespon-
sibility that people are trying to put
on this, and when I say ‘‘people,” I am
thinking right now of the Democrats
who are trying to run the trade adjust-
ment assistance and trying to attach
more and more stuff on it, and maybe
it is because they really do not want
trade promotion authority in the first
place. Maybe some of the people are
saying, we did health care, we did not
think some of the Republicans could
agree with that, now we will try to see
if we can’t put steel legacy; let us put
more and more on this wagon and see if
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trade promotion can keep pulling more
and more along. They are going too far.
This is terrible policy.

I used to run a company that had the
steelworkers in our plan. I have nego-
tiated steelworker plans, so I know a
little something about health care
costs and I know a little something
about plans. You can negotiate con-
tracts you cannot afford. That is an
easy thing to do. You go along to get
along. You sign contracts. You have
peace and harmony, and all of a sudden
you have a contract you cannot afford,
and you go bankrupt. Why in the world
should the Federal Government be bail-
ing out?

I do not think you can do that. If you
do it here, why don’t you do it for
every other union contract that has
found itself on the wrong side of the
economic chain? Why don’t we pick up
the health care costs for railroad retir-
ees? We took up their pension costs.
Why don’t we do their health care
costs? Why don’t we do that for other
unions? I do not know where you would
stop if we agreed to this.

We have already had a battle on, are
we going to have wage insurance on
this bill? Unfortunately, Senator
GREGG’s amendment did not pass. Wage
insurance, which is about as socialistic
a direction as one could go, was put on
this bill. It is almost like people are
saying we are going to keep loading up
trade adjustment assistance, where we
know they cannot swallow it, where we
know we are going to bog down this
bill, and the bill will not pass. This bill
is just going to be loved to death. We
are going to keep piling it on, piling it
on, and piling it on.

I hope people will step back a little
bit and say a couple of things are hap-
pening. One, we happen to have a def-
icit. We do not have a surplus. So we
are going to be taking taxes and we are
going to be borrowing money to pay for
a brandnew benefit for one little group
of workers. Now, maybe that group of
workers has a lot of political clout,
maybe they contribute to a lot of cam-
paigns, maybe they have a lot of influ-
ence, but I do not see why we should do
it for this group and not do it for oth-
ers.

Maybe some people think we should
do this for everybody. Maybe that is
the objective. I do not know. But I do
not think it is affordable when I start
looking at the costs.

The Senator from Minnesota was
very generous to say the cost of
COBRA is typically about $700. That is
for a family plan. Then you multiply it
by 12, and that is $8,400. Seventy per-
cent of that is about $6,000; $6,000 per
year for which Uncle Sam is going to
be writing a check. That is a lot.

The reason I was trying to compute
this was, well, $125,000, and it is going
to cost $179 million. Trying to figure
that out, it is a lot less than that. The
difference is, three-fourths of these
people are already on Medicare. They
already have health care. They happen
to have the same health care my moth-
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er has, but my mother is going to be
paying taxes so some individuals can
get their Medicare supplement? I do
not know that that is right.

I do not know why the worker in
Wal-Mart, who may not even have
health care, has to pay taxes so some-
body else can get not only Medicare
but a Medicare supplement. This is
pretty much a stretch.

There are 40 million Americans who
do not have health care insurance.
They have health care, possibly
through the emergency room or some-
thing, but a lot of them pay taxes.
They may not be able to afford their
own health care, but we are going to
increase their taxes or make them go
into debt so they can provide health
care for somebody else who already has
health care, who is already paying a lot
because they get Medicare.

Medicare is not a perfect system. I
think it needs to be reformed. It needs
to be fixed. It needs to include pre-
scription drugs, and we ought to be
doing that this year. We ought to be
working in a bipartisan way to make it
happen. To say we are going to be in-
creasing taxes or debt on the rest of
America so one group can have their
Medicare supplement or people in their
thirties or forties can get health care
for a year—and we all know the origi-
nal proposal was 2 years. I also happen
to believe that some people are going
to try to extend this year after year,
after year, after year. If they get it for
1 year, they will be fighting to get it
extended for the next year. I am just
guessing that might happen.

I am going to work very hard to see
that this bill does not happen, so we
will not get started down that slippery
slope of ever increasing entitlements,
ever increasing expansion of spending,
ever increasing loading up the trade
promotion authority with things that
are not affordable, that frankly should
not become law. My guess is that if
this amendment is adopted, we will not
have trade promotion authority passed
this Congress.

Maybe that is the sponsor’s objec-
tive. Maybe not. I do not know. But
some people are trying to Kkill trade
promotion authority. They are trying
to load it up with too much. This
amendment is too much, and I urge my
colleagues to oppose this amendment
when we vote on it next Tuesday.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I do not
know if the other side has had an op-
portunity to speak. I know they have
had an exchange of questions. I need 3
or 4 minutes, if I may, and I will use
my leader time for that purpose.

I enjoyed Senator NICKLES’ remarks,
and I associate myself with them. I
agree with him, and I certainly hope
we can prevail in not adding this
amendment to this legislation. It
would be a further blow to the legisla-
tion that has certain problems now. We
need to get the trade legislation done
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and not further encumber it with other
issues such as this one. One can argue
about the steel legacy costs one way or
the other, and I am sure we could get a
pretty good debate here. I personally
think we should not go down that trail,
certainly not on this legislation.
——

QUIETING TERRORISM RHETORIC

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I did not
intend to use my leader time for any
purpose today other than to honor a
true American hero: Ronald Reagan.
We just had a fantastic ceremony in
the Rotunda of the Capitol presenting
Mrs. Reagan the Congressional Gold
Medal for President Reagan and for
Nancy Reagan. It was a beautiful cere-
mony attended by Republicans and
Democrats. I think we all agree that he
was an unusual President and a great
President. He did make us proud again.
Democrats were there, and they said,
while we may not agree with him
philosophically, we agree that he did a
great number of good things during his
time as President, and I am glad we
honored him and Mrs. Reagan this
afternoon.

President Reagan lifted our country
when we had a lot of despair, morale
was low, and freedom was kind of under
attack. He banished that. He rose
above it. He made us proud again, and
he led the way in getting rid of the
‘““plame America first’’ crowd. He said:
That is poisoning the American spirit;
let’s not do that.

Much to my outrage today, I have
heard a chorus reminding me of that
“blame America first’”’ that I thought
President Reagan had helped us put on
the ash heap of history and get rid of
once and for all. I think there is noth-
ing more despicable—and that is a
tame word compared to what I really
feel—in American politics than for
someone to insinuate the President of
the United States knew that an attack
on our country was imminent and did
nothing to stop it.

Now, there is a lot of revisionist his-
tory, people insinuating that President
Roosevelt knew about Pearl Harbor. I
do not know all the facts of what went
on then, but I do not believe that. I
would never believe that. I have to say,
does anybody really think that this
President, or any President of either
party, at any time, would know that
we were going to be attacked and not
take necessary actions to try to deal
with it? I do not believe the American
people really think that. I know it is
not accurate.

The President, Members of Congress,
the Intelligence Committee, leader-
ship, we get threat assessments daily.
They come in every day, and they get
to be pretty depressing if you get to
reading them. When getting the brief-
ings every day, you have to assess
them: Are they serious, not serious?
Should we take actions? Do we put out
a notice? What do we do with them?

I get nervous that we put too much
in the press. We tell the terrorists, who
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