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prior to a general election and 30 days
prior to a primary election. That is an
important reform.

The caveat is that we created a sev-
erability clause that says that if the
courts strike any provision of the bill
as unconstitutional, the whole bill does
not fall. It leaves us with the possi-
bility that the courts could strike the
60-day provision on independent
groups.

I hope and pray that the courts will
not, that they will see that this is deli-
cately balanced to meet the constitu-
tional test the courts have raised. But
if they do, then what we are going to
have is unlimited soft money in the fu-
ture that is going to flow, not through
the parties, as we presently have had
under current law, but a proliferation
of independent groups are going to
arise, and campaign soft money affect-
ing elections through the guise of issue
ads is going to flow through those inde-
pendent groups. And I continue to
think many of us intend that to be the
case. That is the caveat about which
we must be concerned. Ultimately,
what we should do is try to figure out
how to lower the cost of elections.

The House of Representatives, unfor-
tunately, struck the provision that the
Senate had included, which said that
television time for candidates has to be
given at the lowest commercial rate—
what is current law but which has not
been obeyed. This was to enforce that
provision. That was stricken last night
as the House of Representatives consid-
ered campaign finance reform. That
bill is going to be coming to us shortly.
No doubt we are going to pass it.

I wanted to lay out these markers
and these caveats as we look to a fu-
ture of trying to clean up campaign fi-
nance with new campaign finance re-
form law.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I commend
our colleague from Florida, who has
had a longstanding interest in the sub-
ject matter. He brings a wealth of
knowledge about the intricacies of
these laws. As the person who managed
the campaign finance reform bill here
on the floor of this body, along with
the help of my colleague from Nevada,
there is a sense of parochial pride in
the House action last evening in that
the major cosponsor of the legislation,
CHRIS SHAYS, is a longstanding friend
of mine, a member of the Connecticut
delegation, a House member for some
15 years. He has been a dogged advo-
cate of campaign finance reform. So
there is a sense in those of us and the
overwhelming majority of my constitu-
ents in Connecticut, as across the
country, who support the notion of try-
ing to get a handle on the issue of cam-
paign financing, a sense of pride in the
work of CHRIS SHAYS and the job he did
on behalf of the entire country, not
just Connecticut.

As was said by others, this is not an
end-all, a piece of legislation that will
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solve all the problems. I express my re-
gret that what I thought may have
been one of the most effective pieces of
legislation, dealing with the cost of
media, was struck from the bill last
evening. For those of us in this Cham-
ber who have to go out and raise
money to engage in a campaign, the
one single item that absolutely drives
the cost of a campaign is the cost of
media. About 80 cents on the dollar
goes to TV and radio advertising, but
most of it is TV advertising. There
have been literally pioneers and vision-
aries in the media industry at a local
level who have found it in their own
business practices to open up their
media outlets for an open debate and
discussion.

I think, particularly, of a gentleman
who owns TV stations in Minnesota,
who is a very effective leader in the
television industry but has, for years,
made it possible for statewide can-
didates in that State to have some
time around the news to express them-
selves on why they would like to be
elected to the office they are seeking.
My hope is that we would adopt provi-
sions that would make it possible for
candidates to have access.

The airwaves are public property.
Maybe I am old school, but I was al-
ways raised to believe that. It was a
privilege that we extended to people to
use the public airwaves. So the idea
that the public ought not to have the
opportunity to listen to people who are
going to represent them, whether a
Governor, Congressman, or Senator, is
something I find disturbing, that they
would object to the notion of having
opportunities. I am sorry that was
stricken. It is a very good bill over all,
and I commend the other body for their
leadership, and particularly my friend
from Connecticut. Congratulations to
my colleague from Wisconsin as well.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the hour of
10:15 having arrived, we are now to pro-
ceed to S. 565.

———

EQUAL PROTECTION OF VOTING
RIGHTS ACT OF 2001

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 565, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 565) to establish the Commission
on Voting Rights and Procedures to study
and make recommendations regarding elec-
tion technology, voting, and election admin-
istration, to establish a grant program under
which the Office of Justice Programs and the
Civil Rights Division of the Department of
Justice shall provide assistance to States
and localities in improving election tech-
nology and the administration of Federal
elections, to require States to meet uniform
and nondiscriminatory election technology
and administration requirements for the 2004
Federal elections, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized.

Mr. REID. Is there an amendment
pending?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
not.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am going
to offer one shortly.

Mr. President, as Senator DODD men-
tioned, he managed the bill that al-
lowed us to send the campaign finance
reform bill to the other body. I spent a
lot of time with him on the floor dur-
ing that period of time. I have to say,
as I said after that debate and vote
took place, it was a masterful display
of managing legislation.

As a result, a bill was sent over there
that I think they had to accept. I say
publicly that I look forward to the bill
coming back over here. I know that
with the guidance of the chairman of
the Rules Committee, Senator DODD,
we will pass the legislation. There may
be some efforts to slow it down, but
this is a steamroller.

I must say that that steam was gen-
erated over here in this Chamber.
There were many efforts to weaken or
kill this legislation. I have to give
credit to Senator DODD for managing it
at that time.

Also present today is the Senator
from Wisconsin, my friend, someone
who has lived campaign reform legisla-
tion. I can’t say enough about the
moral aspect of this legislation. I re-
mind people here that, in 1998, Senator
FEINGOLD was behind in his reelection
efforts in Wisconsin. Everyone told him
that he likely could win that election
if he would allow the Democratic Sen-
atorial Campaign Committee to come
to the State of Wisconsin and put
money in that State and spend money
on soft money issue ads. Senator FEIN-
GOLD is not an independently wealthy
man. He, of course, is a fine lawyer,
with a great educational background.
But he had nothing else to fall back on.
He could not just go to a bank account
and write big checks. He stared his mo-
rality in the face during that short pe-
riod of time and said, ‘“‘No, I don’t want
that money. I would rather lose the
election than depend on something
that I don’t believe in.”

I say to the Senator from Wisconsin,
not only did he not take the soft
money, he won the election. Not only
did he win the election, he came back
with added vigor to work on this cam-
paign finance bill. So I extend to the
Senator the congratulations of the peo-
ple of the State of Nevada, and the peo-
ple of this country, for being a person
who stands for what we all believe in,
and that is good government. I think
every person in the U.S. Senate be-
lieves in good government. But it is
not often that a book is written that
will stand the test of time in the sense
of the morality the Senator lends to
this issue. I am very grateful to the
Senator from Wisconsin for what he
has done on this legislation.

AMENDMENT NO. 2879

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:
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The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for
Mr. SPECTER, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2879.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that further reading of
the amendment is dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To secure the Federal voting

rights of certain qualified persons who

have served their sentences)

At the end, add the following:

TITLE V—CIVIC PARTICIPATION
SEC. 501. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The right to vote is the most basic con-
stitutive act of citizenship and regaining the
right to vote reintegrates offenders into free
society. The right to vote may not be
abridged or denied by the United States or
by any State on account of race, color, gen-
der, or previous condition of servitude. Basic
constitutional principles of fairness and
equal protection require an equal oppor-
tunity for United States citizens to vote in
Federal elections.

(2) Congress has ultimate supervisory
power over Federal elections, an authority
that has repeatedly been upheld by the Su-
preme Court.

(3) Although State laws determine the
qualifications for voting in Federal elec-
tions, Congress must ensure that those laws
are in accordance with the Constitution.
Currently, those laws vary throughout the
Nation, resulting in discrepancies regarding
which citizens may vote in Federal elections.

(4) An estimated 3,900,000 individuals in the
United States, or 1 in 50 adults, currently
cannot vote as a result of a felony convic-
tion. Women represent about 500,000 of those
3,900,000.

(5) State disenfranchisement Ilaws dis-
proportionately impact ethnic minorities.

(6) Fourteen States disenfranchise ex-of-
fenders who have fully served their sen-
tences, regardless of the nature or serious-
ness of the offense.

(M) In those States that disenfranchise ex-
offenders who have fully served their sen-
tences, the right to vote can be regained in
theory, but in practice this possibility is
often illusory.

(8) In 8 States, a pardon or order from the
Governor is required for an ex-offender to re-
gain the right to vote. In 2 States, ex-offend-
ers must obtain action by the parole or par-
don board to regain that right.

(9) Offenders convicted of a Federal offense
often have additional barriers to regaining
voting rights. In at least 16 States, Federal
ex-offenders cannot use the State procedure
for restoring their voting rights. The only
method provided by Federal law for restoring
voting rights to ex-offenders is a Presi-
dential pardon.

(10) Few persons who seek to have their
right to vote restored have the financial and
political resources needed to succeed.

(11) Thirteen percent of the African-Amer-
ican adult male population, or 1,400,000 Afri-
can-American men, are disenfranchised.
Given current rates of incarceration, 3 in 10
African-American men in the next genera-
tion will be disenfranchised at some point
during their lifetimes. Hispanic citizens are
also disproportionately disenfranchised,
since those citizens are disproportionately
represented in the criminal justice system.

(12) The discrepancies described in this
subsection should be addressed by Congress,
in the name of fundamental fairness and
equal protection.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is
to restore fairness in the Federal election
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process by ensuring that ex-offenders who
have fully served their sentences are not de-
nied the right to vote.

SEC. 502. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:

(1) CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION OR FACIL-
ITY.—The term ‘‘correctional institution or
facility’’ means any prison, penitentiary,
jail, or other institution or facility for the
confinement of individuals convicted of
criminal offenses, whether publicly or pri-
vately operated, except that such term does
not include any vresidential community
treatment center (or similar public or pri-
vate facility).

(2)  ELECTION.—The
means—

(A) a general, special, primary, or runoff
election;

(B) a convention or caucus of a political
party held to nominate a candidate;

(C) a primary election held for the selec-
tion of delegates to a national nominating
convention of a political party; or

(D) a primary election held for the expres-
sion of a preference for the nomination of
persons for election to the office of Presi-
dent.

(3) FEDERAL OFFICE.—The term ‘Federal
office”” means the office of President or Vice
President, or of Senator or Representative
in, or Delegate or Resident Commissioner to,
Congress.

(4) PAROLE.—The term ‘‘parole’” means pa-
role (including mandatory parole), or condi-
tional or supervised release (including man-
datory supervised release), imposed by a
Federal, State, or local court.

(5) PROBATION.—The term ‘‘probation”
means probation, imposed by a Federal,
State, or local court, with or without a con-
dition on the individual involved
concerning—

(A) the individual’s freedom of movement;

(B) the payment of damages by the indi-
vidual;

(C) periodic reporting by the individual to
an officer of the court; or

(D) supervision of the individual by an offi-
cer of the court.

SEC. 503. RIGHTS OF CITIZENS.

The right of an individual who is a citizen
of the United States to vote in any election
for Federal office shall not be denied or
abridged because that individual has been
convicted of a criminal offense unless, at the
time of the election, such individual—

(1) is serving a felony sentence in a correc-
tional institution or facility; or

(2) is on parole or probation for a felony of-
fense.

SEC. 504. ENFORCEMENT.

(a) ATTORNEY GENERAL.—The Attorney
General may bring a civil action in a court
of competent jurisdiction to obtain such de-
claratory or injunctive relief as is necessary
to remedy a violation of this title.

(b) PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION.—

(1) NOTICE.—A person who is aggrieved by a
violation of this title may provide written
notice of the violation to the chief election
official of the State involved.

(2) AcTION.—Except as provided in para-
graph (3), if the violation is not corrected
within 90 days after receipt of a notice pro-
vided under paragraph (1), or within 20 days
after receipt of the notice if the violation oc-
curred within 120 days before the date of an
election for Federal office, the aggrieved per-
son may bring a civil action in such a court
to obtain the declaratory or injunctive relief
with respect to the violation.

(3) ACTION FOR VIOLATION SHORTLY BEFORE A
FEDERAL ELECTION.—If the violation occurred
within 30 days before the date of an election
for Federal office, the aggrieved person shall
not be required to provide notice to the chief
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election official of the State under para-
graph (1) before bringing a civil action in
such a court to obtain the declaratory or in-
junctive relief with respect to the violation.
SEC. 505. RELATION TO OTHER LAWS.

(a) NO PROHIBITION ON LESS RESTRICTIVE
LAWS.—Nothing in this title shall be con-
strued to prohibit a State from enacting any
State law that affords the right to vote in
any election for Federal office on terms less
restrictive than those terms established by
this title.

(b) NO LIMITATION ON OTHER LAWS.—The
rights and remedies established by this title
shall be in addition to all other rights and
remedies provided by law, and shall not su-
persede, restrict, or limit the application of
the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 1973
et seq.) or the National Voter Registration
Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg et seq.).

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, before we
turn to our colleague, I am going to
propound a unanimous consent request.

Let me pose this—I will not make the
unanimous consent request so staff can
check with Members—I would like to
get time boiled down, if we can. I know
my colleague from Nevada wants to ac-
commodate this. I suggest 45 minutes
equally divided. Why don’t we try that?
If Members believe they can do it in a
half hour, that would be even better.

We have a series of amendments, and
the hope is—I will state it again—I
have been told; I am not going to speak
for the leader; I will let my colleague
from Nevada speak for the leader or
the leader can speak for himself—I am
told if we can get this bill done this
evening, there is a great possibility
there will be no votes tomorrow and
Members can head for their States.
Particularly Western Senators who
may have amendments, I urge you to
offer your amendments so we can com-
plete this bill today.

With that, I turn to my colleague
from Nevada to see if we can constrain
time, and then the Senator from Wis-
consin can speak.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senator
SPECTER and I have moved on this leg-
islation. We have been wanting to do
this for a long time. I personally would
like 20 minutes. I want to make sure
Senator SPECTER, who has not spoken,
has all the time he wants. I certainly
cannot speak for Senator SPECTER. So I
say to my friends, the two managers of
the bill, I will be happy to agree to any
time limitation, but I have to speak to
Senator SPECTER before I do that.

If it is in Kkeeping with Senator
MCCONNELL’s wishes, I yield to my
friend from Wisconsin for a period of 5
minutes without losing my right to the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Wisconsin.

PASSAGE OF THE SHAYS-MEEHAN BILL

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, first
in light of Senator REID’s comments
about my personal financing, which
were accurate, he is buying me dinner
tonight. I thank him for the lovely re-
marks.

Senator DODD and Senator REID were
absolutely critical to the McCain-Fein-
gold bill getting through this body.
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They were the two Senators out here
every day during those 2 weeks doing
an absolutely masterful job managing
the bill. It was very tricky. I thank
them again. We need your help one
more time now that it is coming back
to this body. I am grateful.

As we know, in light of the papers
and the comments this morning, early
this morning the House of Representa-
tives passed campaign finance reform.
Thanks to the courageous leadership of
CHRIS SHAYS, MARTY MEEHAN, and DICK
GEPHARDT, the House voted firmly in
favor of reform. The House had to
weather a great storm—a storm of lob-
bying that rained down from the oppo-
nents of reform.

Frankly, they tried every trick in
the book to kill the Shays-Meehan bill.
They tried everything. Mr. President,
you saw similar attempts in this
House, and you helped us fight them
every day.

The proponents of reform tried to
love Shays-Meehan to death, they tried
to make Members swallow poison pill
amendments, and when all else failed,
they tried old-fashioned arm twisting
to get supporters to back down. But re-
form supporters did not back down. In-
stead, they were courageous and they
brought about a historic moment for
campaign finance reform. This was the
time in the House when, as we all
know, it really counted. A lot of people
said it would not happen because this
time, as some said, they were shooting
with real bullets. But the House came
through, as they have done twice be-
fore.

This really was—and I think many
Americans feel this way—a soaring mo-
ment for democracy. Reform has now
prevailed in both Houses of Congress.
That is something for which all of us
can be proud. With the passage of the
Shays-Meehan bill in the House, both
bodies have finally acknowledged the
will of the American people, and that is
that the campaign finance system
must be reformed. But passage in the
House, however great an achievement,
does not quite get the bill to the finish
line, as we know. We need to pass the
Shays-Meehan bill in this body, and to
do that, we need to receive the Shays-
Meehan bill from the House of Rep-
resentatives.

It sounds like a mechanical thing,
Mr. President, but as you may recall,
we had a little problem in this House
with the McCain-Feingold bill being
sent over to the House after it was
passed. A majority in this body is eager
to take up Shays-Meehan, but we can-
not pass the bill until we have it in
hand.

I urge the House to send the legisla-
tion to us today without delay. We can-
not get this bill to the President’s desk
unless we can take it up and pass the
legislation in this body. I urge the
House to send us the bill so we can get
it to the President for his signature.

I also add—and I am grateful for
this—I welcome the President’s re-
marks yesterday morning through his

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

spokesperson that the Shays-Meehan
bill would ‘‘make progress and improve
the system.” That is what the Presi-
dent’s spokesman said. The President
seeks a bill that improves the system,
and that is exactly what our bill does.
I am pleased and delighted the Presi-
dent has signaled his support for our
legislation which will finally end the
corrupt soft money system once and
for all.

I, of course, look forward to working
with my friend and partner on this,
JOHN MCCAIN, to pass Shays-Meehan in
this body and send it to the President.
The American people will be watching,
as they watched us last year and as
they watched the House this week.
They want to know whether we can fi-
nally do what is right. Can we finally
close the door on the soft money sys-
tem that leaves us so vulnerable to an
appearance of corruption? Can we fi-
nally say together as legislators, as
representatives of our people, the soft
money system simply is not worth the
risk?

It is time for us to show that we can
live up to our role as stewards of this
cherished democracy. We have the
power to seize this moment for reform,
and I really believe we will. We have
had a decisive victory this week, just
as we had a decisive victory last year
in the Senate. Now we have to get this
legislation across the finish line so we
can ban soft money and begin to re-
store the people’s faith in us and the
work we do.

I certainly look forward to working
with my colleagues to do that. I am
grateful for the time. I thank the Sen-
ator from Nevada, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ne-
vada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, my friend
from New York has indicated he wishes
to speak. I will yield to Senator SCHU-
MER from New York for a period up to
5 minutes without losing my right to
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I
thank my friend from Nevada for yield-
ing. I first wish to give kudos and acco-
lades to my friend from Wisconsin for
the great job he has done on this issue.
It took a particular kind of strength, a
particular kind of courage to get this
to happen, and he did. He had all of
that, and he did. I salute him. The Na-
tion salutes him this morning as we
saw what happened on the floor of the
House late last night.

I salute my House colleagues, not
only, of course, Mr. SHAYS and Mr.
MEEHAN and their band, and not only
Minority Leader GEPHARDT, but also
the new whip, NANCY PELOSI, did a
great job in making this happen.

I wish to make two other points.
First, is this a cure-all? No. But does it
get rid of something that has grown
like Topsy and has made the system
far worse than what was envisioned
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when it passed in 1974? Absolutely. To
not move forward would have been a
mistake.

I join my colleague from Wisconsin
in urging that the House send us the
bill quickly and that we pass the bill
quickly without further debate in the
Senate. We all know how this bill has
a unique and peculiar way of getting
bogged down, for some reasons stated
and some unstated. To send the House
bill back to us and then we pass it is
the way to proceed.

We are really close. We are on the 1-
yard line. It has been a long game, and
we can declare victory if the House
sends us the bill and we just pass it.

I thank you, Mr. President, and I
thank my friend from Nevada.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ne-
vada.

AMENDMENT NO. 2879

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I recognize
the work of Senators DobpD and McCON-
NELL, and others. Certainly they are
the ones who run this committee and
are responsible for bringing forward
the legislation that is before the Sen-
ate and for crafting bipartisan legisla-
tion.

The most fundamental premise of de-
mocracy—and that is one of the rea-
sons we have this legislation before the
Senate—is that every vote counts.

The reality is that votes cast in
wealthier parts of the country fre-
quently count more than votes cast in
poorer areas because wealthier dis-
tricts have better, more accurate, more
modern, and less error-prone counting
machines than poorer precincts and
districts. One can see in looking at a
State, those counties within a State
that have more money have more re-
sources; they have better voting ma-
chines, more modern voting machines.
The same is true in Nevada.

Reality was thrust upon us, of
course, during the 2000 Presidential
election after which many Americans
justly questioned the trustworthiness
of our Nation’s electoral process. But
even though Florida was beaten up
very badly, if that same light had been
shone on other States, the same prob-
lems would have been seen, as far as I
am concerned.

In the last election I was involved in
Washoe County, which is the second
most populous county in the State of
Nevada, a very good, well-intentioned
worker in the county in the election
department thought she would save a
little money and print their own bal-
lots. They did that and saved some
money. They did not go to the profes-
sional, the same company that sold
them the voting machines.

Well, come election time, some of the
votes were not counted. They were off
one-sixteenth of an inch or less, but
the voting machine would not pick up
that paper. So thousands of votes had
to be hand counted once, twice, some-
times three times.

In that same county, I can remember
very clearly, it was a close election. I



S800

had won the election, and I get a call a
week or two after the election—there is
a recount going on. They found 3,000
ballots they had not counted. When the
election is going to be decided by a few
hundred votes, that gets your atten-
tion.

The attention was focused on Flor-
ida, but it could have happened, I be-
lieve, in any of the 50 States. Florida
may not have handled what they came
up with very well after the fact, but I
think we have to be considerate and
understand that election problems
have been around in this country for a
long time. What this legislation will do
is allow more fair elections, and I
think that is so important.

The United States is the oldest de-
mocracy in the world, but we can do
better. We are an imperfect nation as I
have said hundreds of times, imperfect
but the best country, with the best of
rules, by this little Constitution, best
set of rules ever devised to rule the af-
fairs of men and women.

The bipartisan legislation that Sen-
ators DopD and MCCONNELL have craft-
ed, while unable to address every single
issue and every single problem that
was exposed in 2000, takes a giant step
in that direction. So I support the ef-
forts of my colleagues from Con-
necticut and Kentucky and look for-
ward to swift passage of this legisla-
tion, hopefully today.

The amendment I have sent to the
desk, and I am pleased to recognize
that this is bipartisan legislation—I
am very honored Senator SPECTER has
joined with me in this legislation—and
this is an issue that has not received
the attention it deserves. Basically
what this amendment does is ensure
that ex-felons, people who have fully
served their sentences, have completed
their probation, have completed their
parole, should not be denied their right
to vote.

When I am doing my morning run, I
always listen to public radio. On public
radio this morning, they had some-
thing called Heart to Heart. It is Val-
entine’s Day and they had examples of
different organizations doing nice
things for people. I listened to these
two law students, two women, who
were counseling and trying to teach
women who were in prison about the
law. They went through the Constitu-
tion and taught about the First
Amendment rights and such things. In-
terestingly, during that interview 1
heard this morning, the women said
the one thing they wanted to talk
about and the one thing that bothered
them so much is they did not know
they would not be able to vote when
they got out of prison, and they fo-
cused on that. That means so much to
an American to be able to vote.

We do not have the voter turnout
that we should have, but still it is a
right that must be protected.

My parents were uneducated. They
knew how important it was to vote. I
can remember my mother especially,
there would be somebody on the ballot
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and she would say: I know him; Glen
Jones.

But she did not know Glen Jones. She
had met Glen Jones at some political
rally. But I thought she knew Glen
Jones and she thought she knew Glen
Jones. He was sheriff of Clark County.

Mr. President, I want to tell my col-
leagues . . . how I became involved in
this issue. Some will say there are a lot
more important things to do, and
maybe that is true. In Las Vegas, we
have a radio station KCEP, in a pre-
dominantly, African American part of
Las Vegas. I went there 1 day to spend
an hour taking phone calls, and I made
a very brief statement. I took my first
call and a woman said:

My brother committed a crime when he
was a teenager. He completed his probation
and he is now a man in his fifties and he can-
not vote. He has never done anything wrong
in his life other than when he was a teen-
ager. But, he cannot vote. He supports his
family. He pays his taxes. Why should he not
be able to vote?

And that one phone call started for
an hour people calling in saying: Sen-
ator REID, can’t you do something
about that? They would give example
after example.

I could give scores of examples. I can-
not remember everybody who called
me on that radio station, but I have an
e-mail that was sent to me that per-
haps illustrates what these radio call-
ers were talking about.

DEAR SENATOR REID: I heard on the news
this morning that you are working on some
legislation regarding the voting rights of
convicted felons. I have a felony conviction
from the sixties. I did my time, learned my
lesson, and have been a responsible citizen
since then. I moved to Las Vegas in 1982 and
have lived here since that time. I have been
employed all that time. I currently make
over $60,000 per year. I own two houses in Las
Vegas and 40 acres of land in Utah. I pay my
fair share of taxes, both local and Federal,
and yet I have no say in my government. I
suppose I could hire a lawyer and try to get
my civil rights back, but it is very con-
fusing. I would first have to petition Cali-
fornia where the offenses occurred, and then
petition Nevada.

I ask unanimous consent that this
letter be printed in the RECORD.

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

DEAR SENATOR REID: I heard on the news
this morning that you are working on some
legislation regarding the voting rights of
convicted felons. I have a felony conviction
from the sixties. I did my time, learned my
lesson, and have been a responsible citizen
since then. I moved to Las Vegas in 1982 and
have lived here since that time. I have been
employed all that time, currently I gross
over $60,000 per year. I own two houses in Las
Vegas and forty acres of land in Utah. I pay
my fair share of taxes, both local and federal
and yet I have no say in my government.

I suppose I could hire a lawyer and try to
get my civil rights back. But it’s very con-
fusing. I would first have to petition Cali-
fornia where the offenses occurred and then
petition Nevada.

I registered here when I first came to Ne-
vada and got my ex-felon card. I also reg-
istered to vote. In California I was allowed to
vote and I though it would be the same here.
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I did vote for over ten years here and then a
few years ago out of the blue I received no-
tice that I no longer could vote. I was dev-
astated. First off I could not see where it
even made sense, I was a working property
owner who payed taxes and obeyed the laws.
(In the past thirty years I have two traffic
tickets and that’s all). I still feel that I
should have the right to vote. I hope that
you can accomplish something that will
allow me to have some say about the future
of this great country.

I feel that it is not only the right of every
American to vote. It is also their duty.

Thank you

MELVIN DOUGLAS MINER, JT.

Mr. REID. He closes by saying he has
paid all his taxes and obeyed all the
laws. The past 30 years he had two traf-
fic tickets which he paid. He still be-
lieves he should have the right to vote.
He says:

I hope that you can accomplish something
that will allow me to have some say about
the future of this great country. I feel that it
is not only the right of every American to
vote, it is also their duty.

My constituent’s name is Melvin
Douglas Miner, Jr., and he is not em-
barrassed by the fact he has done this.
He is rendering a service to the people
of this country by allowing me to use
his letter to me.

There are examples after examples. A
man came to me who is almost 80 years
old, a successful businessman in Las
Vegas, with tears in his eyes, and said:
I am going to close up my business and
turn it over to my children.

He said: I cannot vote. Every time
the election time rolls around I make
excuses to my children. I got married
late in life. My children are asking me
questions even today. I have been able
to hide from them the fact that I do
not vote is because I cannot vote.
Could you do something about it?

There are stories such as there all
over. I don’t condone people who com-
mit felonies, but I recognize that when
people pay their debt to society we
should make them part of society. I am
not saying the day a person gets out of
prison they should be able to vote. But
when he gets out of prison and has
completed his parole and probation, let
him vote.

The right to vote in a democracy is
the most basic right of citizenship. It is
a right that may not be abridged or de-
nied, by any State, race, color, gender,
or position of servitude. It is a funda-
mental right. It is a glaring example of
what our free society represents.

Think about Nelson Mandela. Nelson
Mandela spent 27 years in prison. Nel-
son Mandela as a young man spent his
best years in prison. One would think
for a man who spent 27 years in prison,
many of those years in very squalid
conditions, that the most important
day of his life would have been walking
out of that prison after 27 years, or
maybe it was the day he became presi-
dent of a post-apartheid South Africa.
But that is not what he said. The great
Nelson Mandela said the most impor-
tant day of his life was the day he
voted for the first time. Think about
that.
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Millions of people in America cannot
vote. They have completed their debt
to society. As elected officials who
have been given the privilege to serve,
we need to recognize the strength of a
democracy depends on voluntary par-
ticipation of its citizens. Low voter
turnout is not something we should be
proud of; certainly we should not com-
pound that by having people who have
fulfilled their debt to society not be al-
lowed to vote.

States have different rules as to
when a person can vote if a person
committed a felony. In 14 States, ex-
felons who have served their sentence,
including parole on probation, are de-
nied a right to vote; the 36 other States
have various rules. But it adds up to
hundreds of thousands and millions of
people. Fundamental fairness dictates
this policy is wrong.

The amendment that the senior Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania and I have in-
troduced today aims to correct this in-
justice. In these 14 States and other
States, the process by which individ-
uals who have fully served their sen-
tences and wish to regain their right to
vote is often difficult and cumbersome.
Some may have to petition a board and
get a pardon. For others, Governors
can give them the right to vote. In
some States, ex-felons who have com-
pleted their sentences must obtain a
Presidential pardon. As every Member
knows, very few people have the finan-
cial or political resources needed.

This disproportionally affects ethnic
minorities. According to the Sen-
tencing Project, an estimated 13 per-
cent of adult African Americans
throughout the United States are un-
able to vote as a result of varying
State disenfranchisement laws. The
rate is, unbelievably, seven times the
national average.

In some States, the numbers are
more extraordinary. In Florida and
Alabama, more than 31 percent of all
African American men are perma-
nently barred from ever voting in those
States again. In six other States, the
percentage of African American men
permanently disfranchised is over 20
percent. Given current rates of incar-
ceration, the Sentencing Project esti-
mates that up to 40 percent of African
American men may permanently lose
their right to vote.

I want to make sure that not lost in
this debate is the fact that criminal ac-
tivity is wrong and must be punished
and punished severely. I am for the
death penalty. I introduced, in the
State of Nevada, legislation that said if
you are convicted of a crime and sen-
tenced to life without possibility of pa-
role, that is what it should mean. It
should not mean a person gets out in 20
or 30 years. If a jury, with the approval
of a judge, sentences somebody to life
without the possibility of parole, that
is what it should mean.

I believe in strict enforcement of the
law. However, I also believe a sentence
is a sentence, and when a judge gives
somebody 10 years and they get out in
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b years, after 5 years of parole and any
probation time they should be able to
be voters in the State of Nevada and
the rest of this country. Sufficient and
appropriate sentences should be im-
posed upon those who violate our laws.
We should not, however, disenfranchise
those who have fully completed their
prescribed sentences.

We have a saying in this country: If
you do the crime, you have to do the
time. I agree with that. But if you do
the time, and do it completely, why
should you have to do more time?

I have a number of editorials, one
from October 3, 2000, in the York Daily
Record, ‘“Voting Rights Too long De-
nied”’; Philadelphia Inquirer, Sep-
tember 21, “A Vote for Fairness,
Disenfranchising Ex-felons Was Unnec-
essary.” I have an editorial from the
Las Vegas Review Journal, ‘“‘Felons
and Voting Rights, Extended ’Second-
class Citizenship’ Is Counter-
productive.” I ask unanimous consent
these editorials be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torials were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

[From the York Daily Record, Oct. 3, 2000]

VOTING RIGHTS T0O LONG DENIED

Pennsylvania last week plucked some
feathers from a Jim Crow-like law that de-
nied the vote to a disproportionate number
of voting-age black men.

Once common in the South, Jim Crow laws
were designed to deny blacks the vote. Jim
Crow was a demeaning minstrel show char-
acter, and it is in his dishonor the laws were
named.

Pennsylvania’s rules denying recent ex-fel-
ons the vote may not have been written with
racial intentions, but it had that effect. And
because of that effect, the Philadelphia
NAACP successfully sued to have the law set
aside.

Commonwealth Court President Judge Jo-
seph T. Doyle said he found ‘“‘no rational
basis’ for Pennsylvania’s law. The statute
barred convicts from registering to vote for
five years after leaving prison with one
major exception. Felons who were registered
before entering prison were allowed to vote.

Strangely, the law even allowed them to
run for office while still serving their sen-
tence. Former Republican state senator Bill
Slocum, fresh from a federal pen and on
house arrest, is campaigning for his old job
on ‘“‘work release” while still wearing an
electronic monitoring device. Mr. Slocum
has not yet finished his term, and voters
should cast their ballots accordingly.

But someone who has paid his debt to soci-
ety should not be stripped of a right of citi-
zenship for five years, as was the case in
Pennsylvania.

Judge Doyle was right to issue a tem-
porary order allowing ex-felons to register to
vote in the upcoming election. The law itself
should be struck down, and other states have
statutes even more in need of change. Those
with felony records face a lifetime disenfran-
chisement in Florida, Alabama, Mississippi,
Virginia, Iowa, Kentucky, Nevada, New Mex-
ico and Wyoming—that’s 2 percent of all
Americans and 13 percent of adult black
men.

The nation’s war on drugs has claimed a
disproportionate number of people of color.
Based on current rates of incarceration, 28.5
percent of black males will likely serve time
in a state or federal prison for a felony con-
viction, a rate seven times than for whites.
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That doesn’t mean African-Americans
commit a disproportionate number of
crimes. It is necessary to look beyond the
surface statistics. Although blacks and
whites have about the same rate of drug use,
for example, about a third of those arrested
for drug offenses are African-Americans.
Fifty-nine percent of those convicted are
black, and their sentences are almost 50 per-
cent longer than for whites.

Not being able to vote is among the least
of the problems in a system so fraught with
injustice. But it needs to be addressed.

About 14 million African-Americans had
lost their right to vote because of felony con-
victions. But those statistics will have to be
adjusted downward now that 40,000 black
Pennsylvanians have regained their right to
vote.

State Attorney General Mike Fisher said
he will not appeal the court’s decision. The
newly enfranchised, as everyone else, have
until Oct. 10 to register to vote in the No-
vember election.

IT’S EASY TO REGISTER

If you didn’t vote during the past two fed-
eral elections, don’t plan to vote on N