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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. STEVENS).

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by our
guest Chaplain, Rev. Charles V.
Antonicelli, St. Joseph’s Church on
Capitol Hill, Washington, DC.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Lord of all hopefulness, we come be-
fore You this day to praise You and to
thank You for Your countless bless-
ings.

With heavy hearts, dear Lord, we
pray for Your peace and Your justice in
our world. Help us to be the instru-
ments of Your will. In Isaiah we read,
“Put away your misdeeds from before
My eyes; cease doing evil; learn to do
good. Make justice your aim: redress
the wronged.”

God Almighty, bless and protect the
men and women in this Senate who
seek to do Your will. Give them right
judgment. Help them to know Your
loving presence always.

We ask this in Your holy name.
Amen.

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable TED STEVENS led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). The majority leader is
recognized.

———
SCHEDULE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, this morn-
ing the Senate will resume consider-
ation of S. Con. Res. 23, the concurrent
budget resolution, with 30 hours left
for debate on the resolution. Fifteen
hours remain under the control of the

Senate

chairman of the Budget Committee and
the ranking member respectively.
Pending is the Boxer amendment No.
272 striking the reconciliation instruc-
tion to the Energy Committee relating
to ANWR. While Senators on both sides
of the aisle participated in the debate
last night, there are still several Sen-
ators wishing to speak on this amend-
ment this morning.

The consideration of other amend-
ments is expected during today’s ses-
sion and rollcall votes will occur
throughout the day. The Senate will
finish the budget resolution this week.
Therefore, Members should expect late
nights and rollcall votes for the re-
mainder of the week. I do want to
stress to my colleagues that we will
finish the budget resolution this week.
We have 30 hours for debate and then
the voting on the amendments, which
is not a part of those hours. Therefore,
we really have a challenge over the
next 3 days but one that we will step up
to and meet.

There is a lot of indecision in terms
of potential military action abroad. As
we all know, the clock is ticking for a
deadline tonight and we will take that
into consideration, but we will be fo-
cused on the budget over the course of
today. It is the Nation’s business. The
American people expect us to pass a
budget. We have certain statutory
deadlines that we will meet in this
Congress and therefore will finish the
budget resolution this week.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic whip.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, through the
Chair to the leader, on the ANWR
amendment, we have 40 minutes re-
maining on this side. The time on the
other side is gone. Of course, other
time can be yielded, as it will be, to
speak on the amendment.

We have a couple of amendments
lined up. I spoke to Senator NICKLES
last night. The majority leader was
present during most of those conversa-
tions. We hope to offer another amend-
ment forthwith.

The one question that a number of
Members have asked is what is the
leader’s—I think we all contemplate
something happening in the next 24
hours in regard to the situation in Iraq.
What is the leader’s desire as to a reso-
lution, which I am sure will be forth-
coming at that time, as far as Members
being able to speak on the resolution?

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, not know-
ing what will happen tonight with the
President’s statement, as the deadline
is reached for Saddam Hussein—and I
have been working with the Demo-
cratic leader—we have a resolution of
support and are working through the
language that is most appropriate. We
will do that over the course of today.
Again, I want to be very careful not to
anticipate an outcome which is not
quite there, but if military action is
begun, we would very soon introduce
that resolution and give Senators the
opportunity to speak. I think we all
recognize that if military action is un-
dertaken, although we hope and pray
that things will be very shortlived, we
do want to make sure Senators have
the opportunity to express their sup-
port for our troops and for this Presi-
dent, if this engagement begins. So
that is underway. We will address that
over the course of the day. I do want to
make it clear to our colleagues that we
will be here this week until we finish
the budget.

———
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

———

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE U.S. GOVERNMENT FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2004

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. Con. Res. 23,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
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A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 23)
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal year
2004 and including the appropriate budgetary
levels for fiscal year 2003 and for fiscal years
2005 through 2013.

Pending:

Boxer amendment No. 272, to prevent con-
sideration of drilling in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge in a fast-track budget rec-
onciliation bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Senator CONRAD author-
ized Senator BOXER to control the final
40 minutes of debate. Do we not have 40
minutes on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-
one minutes is controlled by the spon-
sor.

Mr. REID. Senator CONRAD has au-
thorized me to delegate that 41 min-
utes to Senator BOXER for allowing
other Senators to speak during that 41
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

AMENDMENT NO. 272

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, at this
point, I will yield to four people in se-
quence: Senator BINGAMAN, 10 minutes;
Senator DURBIN, 5 minutes; Senator
MURRAY, 5 minutes; Senator STABENOW
5 minutes. That will be the total of our
speakers and then we will be happy to
yield an equivalent amount of time to
the other side, if that will be accept-
able. These Senators would like to give
their short statements and then go
back to their committees.

Mr. NICKLES. Reserving the right to
object, the Senator is trying to block
in how much time?

Mrs. BOXER. Twenty-five minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. Reserving the right to
object, let me consult with my col-
league from Alaska.

Mrs. BOXER. As I understand it, I
control 41 minutes of time. Is that cor-
rect? Instead of just standing here and
speaking myself about this amend-
ment, I have suggested we allow it to
go in this sequence and then back to
my colleagues on the other side, just
for the sake of my colleagues’ schedule.

Mr. STEVENS. Reserving the right
to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. When I left the floor
last evening, I yielded to my colleague
from Alaska, Senator MURKOWSKI, and
it was my understanding the time
would be charged against the bill. In-
stead, I understand it has been charged
against the amendment. I ask the man-
ager of our bill to allocate to us an
equal amount of time as remains for
the Senator from California under the
amendment.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I am
happy to yield to my friend and col-
league from Alaska an hour on the bill
so he may speak in opposition to the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

The Senator from California has the
floor.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to a real leader on this
issue, Senator BINGAMAN, the top Dem-
ocrat on the Energy Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized for
up to 10 minutes.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
very much appreciate the Senator from
California yielding me some time to
speak and briefly express the point of
view that I expressed when we debated
this bill last year.

As all of us know, this issue has been
a perennial one. It comes back all the
time in the Senate and has now for sev-
eral decades. I rise to support the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia. The amendment would strike
the provisions from the budget resolu-
tion that essentially pave the way for
the opening of the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge to oil and gas develop-
ment.

There are various reasons, both re-
lated to national security and related
to the environment, that lead me to
conclude that I do not support going
ahead with oil and gas leasing and de-
velopment of the Arctic Refuge. The
most compelling reason for not opening
the refuge is that it will do very little,
if anything, to further our national en-
ergy security. Not a single drop of oil
would come from the Arctic Refuge for
at least 7 years and more likely 10 or 12
years.

I urge my colleagues to vote in sup-
port of the amendment for the fol-
lowing reasons:

First, drilling in the Arctic Refuge is
not an answer to the problem of energy
security. This chart is familiar to any
who were here during the debate on the
energy bill last year. The U.S. Geologi-
cal Survey estimates the mean eco-
nomically recoverable o0il on Federal
lands on the Costal Plain of the Refuge
at somewhere between 3.2 and 5.2 bil-
lion barrels and that is at prices of
somewhere between $20 and $24 per bar-
rel, in 1996 dollars. Clearly, prices are
higher today.

The Arctic Refuge would supply no
more than 2 percent of America’s oil
demand in any given year. This chart
shows the U.S. oil consumption in mil-
lion barrels per day. The top line is the
total oil demand. Below, the green line,
is domestic oil production. The small
red line is the ANWR production. Rel-
ative to our total consumption it is a
small item. It will be at least 7 years,
more likely 10 to 12, before there is ac-
tual production on the Coastal Plain if
we were to vote today to open this area
for production. Peak production would
not occur for 20 years or more after the
initial production started.

Another chart shows the same point
in a slightly different way, that drill-
ing in the Arctic Refuge does not ad-
dress in a significant way our reliance
on imported oil. This chart contains in-
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formation from the Energy Informa-
tion Administration. The green line in-
dicates the net imports with ANWR
production and the blue line is net im-
ports without production from ANWR.
According to our own Energy Informa-
tion Administration, which is part of
this administration, they show that
production would begin in about 2012
and production from ANWR of oil, any
significant o0il, would end by about
2025. Then we are right back where we
started.

So our dependence on foreign imports
to meet our oil demand will continue
to grow. It will not grow as much dur-
ing those years when ANWR is in pro-
duction, but it will grow a substantial
amount. The Energy Information
Agency estimates that production from
the Arctic Refuge would reduce the net
share of foreign oil relied on by con-
sumers from 62 percent to 60 percent by
the year 2020. As this chart shows, by
2025 we are right back to no reduction
as a result of ANWR production be-
cause ANWR production will have
largely played out by that time.

Another reason I offer to my col-
leagues today in support of the amend-
ment, is that a controversy over the
Arctic Refuge diverts attention from
the real opportunities we have for en-
hancing domestic energy production.
There are other ways we can expand
production.

Senator GRASSLEY, Senator BAUCUS,
Senator DOMENICI, and I introduced the
Energy Tax Incentives Act the other
day. Unlike the opening of the Arctic
Refuge, this legislation would provide
near-term increases in domestic energy
production. Not only does the legisla-
tion include tax provisions that would
help us diversify our energy supply and
increase our reliance on renewable
sources of energy and enhance energy
efficiency, it would also provide spe-
cific incentives for increased oil and
gas production.

Some would ask, from where is this
oil and gas production going to come?
I have another chart that makes a
point people do not focus on. This is a
map of the North Slope of Alaska
showing the ANWR area on the right,
the 1002 area. It shows the National Pe-
troleum Reserve Alaska, the large tan-
colored area on the map. The National
Petroleum Reserve Alaska is an area
that has begun to be leased by the De-
partment of the Interior. Secretary
Babbitt began that process when he
was in office. Secretary Norton is pro-
ceeding with that. Frankly, I support
going ahead with drilling in that area.
There is a substantial likelihood of
very large energy production from that
area. There is a real prospect of in-
creased oil and gas production from the
North Slope.

Let me mention gas production. I in-
dicated one of the reasons we should
not focus on ANWR is that it is divert-
ing our attention from our other oppor-
tunities to deal with our energy needs.
One of those great opportunities is to
bring the gas production from the
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North Slope of Alaska, gas that is al-
ready being produced and reinjected
into the ground, bring that gas down to
the Lower 48 States. We tried very hard
in the last Congress to pass legislation
to streamline the process for getting a
pipeline constructed. I strongly sup-
port that. We need a pipeline to bring
that natural gas to the Lower 48. Any-
one who is dependent upon natural gas
for home heating today knows the
price is high. They are going to notice
it even more over the next 2 or 3
months as they get the bills during
this period of high natural gas prices.
The best opportunity we have to re-
lieve that pressure is building that
pipeline to bring Arctic gas down to
the Lower 48. That is what we should
concentrate on: develop more oil from
the National Petroleum Reserve Alas-
ka, bring the gas already produced on
the North Slope down to the Lower 48.
I hope we can do that.

I also make the point that we need to
continue to emphasize developing al-
ternative sources of energy. That is
something we will get into in a large
way when we debate a new energy bill
this Congress, a new proposed energy
bill, and we can make the point again.

The solution to our long-term energy
problems is not to open the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge to drilling. It is
an environmentally sensitive area, one
we have determined to keep off bounds,
out of bounds, for drilling up until now.
I believe that is a sound policy.

In conclusion, there are many rea-
sons why the Coastal Plain of the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge is not
needed and should not be drilled for oil
and gas. The environmental sensitivity
of the area is clearly well recognized by
all. Opening the Refuge is not good en-
vironmental policy. Equally impor-
tant, it is far from necessary as part of
our national energy policy.

I urge my colleagues to join in oppo-
sition to the oil and gas leasing and de-
velopment of the Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge and to support this amend-
ment by the Senator from California.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. It is my understanding
Senator BOXER has yielded me 5 min-
utes.

I say to my colleagues who follow
this debate, take a look at this Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge. If you look
at the National Academy of Sciences’
recent report, it is clear that drilling
for oil in this wildlife refuge in the far
reaches of Alaska is environmentally
dangerous. There are some who write
that off and say if we get more oil out
of it and create some jobs, so what.
Frankly, that is irresponsible.

We have a responsibility in this gen-
eration to leave to the next generation
the natural heritage that we were
given. If we are not forced to go to the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge for the
survival of the United States or its
economy, for goodness’ sake, why
would we run the risk to endanger this
important National Wildlife Refuge
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that we have protected for over 50
years?

Second, this is as shortsighted as it
gets, to suggest the only way to deal
with energy security in the United
States is for us to start drilling in
wildlife refuges, that small part of the
world we set aside to protect endan-
gered species, topography, and environ-
ment that you cannot find anywhere
else on Earth. Now the oil companies
tell us: I'm sorry, our energy needs are
so substantial, we have to start drilling
there?

I say to the young people in America:
Following this debate, take a look at
the parking lots across America if you
want to know what to do about energy.
Take a look at the inefficient vehicles
we are driving on the road today be-
cause this Congress and this country
has not shown the leadership to have
more efficient cars and trucks in
America. We can do it. We have done it
in the past. But this bill, this issue, is
consistent with what I am afraid is the
wrong message to America.

The message in this bill is: We may
be minutes away from a war where
thousands of American lives are at
risk, we may be faced with terrible
news for families across America and
death in Iraq to innocent Iraqis, but we
can still call for a tax cut for the
wealthiest people in America. The mes-
sage in this amendment is: We may
face the question and challenge of en-
ergy security, but rather than to say to
American families, Do your part, buy
vehicles that are more efficient, and to
Detroit, produce those vehicles—in-
stead of that, no, we are going to drill
for oil in a wildlife refuge in Alaska. Is
that what America has come to? Is
that what we are all about? Don’t we
expect our leaders to summon us to
show our best, to sacrifice for our Na-
tion so we can lead and demonstrate to
future generations that we care about
our natural heritage, we care about our
spirit of national sacrifice?

This is an amendment that should be
defeated. The Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge should not be drilled. We should
not move forward with this explo-
ration. And this bill calling for tax
breaks for the wealthiest people in
America as we are poised to go to war
is a shameful bill. It is something we
should not be considering on the floor
of the Senate at this moment in our
history. This amendment, if I under-
stand it correctly, will not change the
budget levels. This amendment failed
by only 1 vote, on a party-line vote, in
committee. But I believe we will win it
now.

Let me begin by saying that the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge provision
has no place in the budget. For those
who want to propose oil and gas devel-
opment in this area of the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, we can debate
that in a more appropriate context,
such as the energy bill. This important
issue should not be snuck into the
budget through a legislative back door,
but should be debated in an open, hon-
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est way through the normal legislative
process.

Let me also note that the full Senate
has already defeated proposals to drill
in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge,
because it is bad policy. We should end
this perennial debate once and for all,
and move to more reasonable matters
that deserve the Senate’s attention.
There are better, longer-term solutions
to our energy crisis than drilling in our
few remaining frontier areas, including
making automobiles more fuel effi-
cient.

The Refuge is not the answer to en-
ergy problems. The most stunning sta-
tistic in this whole debate is that the
Arctic coastal plain would only yield 6
months’ worth of oil for our country;
and we wouldn’t get it for 10 years. And
this is under the most optimistic as-
sumptions.

There is no doubt that we are over-
dependent on foreign oil in our coun-
try. We need to address this issue on
multiple fronts, including by exploring
alternative sources of energy, such as
fuel cells, and by promoting efficiency
and thereby reducing consumption. I
have talked with coal developers who
say that we may be able to use coal to
isolate hydrogen for use in fuel cells in
automobiles. I have also talked with
automobiles researchers, who have told
me of myriad existing technologies to
improve fuel efficiency in the transpor-
tation sector, the largest user of oil.

So to say that the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge is the only answer to
our energy questions in completely off-
base. In fact, it is not even one of the
viable answers, because it holds so lit-
tle oil compared to what we demand as
a country.

The Refuge deserves protection. The
1.5 million-acre coastal plain of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is a
clear candidate for protection under
the Wilderness Act of 1964. That is why
I am cosponsoring Senator LIEBER-
MAN’s bill to designate this 1.5 million
acre area as wilderness. This swath of
land is surrounded on three sides by 8
million acres of land already des-
ignated as wilderness.

The Arctic Refuge includes boreal
forests, dramatic peaks, and tundra. If
features a complete range of arctic and
subarctic ecosystems, with an extraor-
dinary assemblage of wildlife. Polar
and grizzly bears, wolves, muskoxen,
and snow geese are just a few of the
more than 200 animal species that use
the coastal plain. Also the coastal
plain is the most significant on-land
polar bear denning habitat in the U.S.
In addition, the 155,000 member porcu-
pine caribou herd has used the coastal
plain as a calving area for 20,000 years
or more. There is no alternative to this
sensitive habitat for the caribou herd.

Research has documented the eco-
logical importance of this land, and the
effects of o0il and gas development
there. On March 5, 2003, the National
Academy of Sciences released a new re-
port that details the serious, detri-
mental, and cumulative effects of oil
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and gas activities on Alaska’s North
Slope. The report finds numerous ef-
fects, including ‘‘a large oil spill in ma-
rine waters [which border the coastal
plain] would likely have substantial
accumulating effects on whales and
other receptors because [current clean-
up efforts are inadequate].” This is es-
pecially significant, given that there is
an average of 423 oil spills annually on
the North Slope.

The report also finds that species
population decline, including reduction
of some bird species such as black
brant, snow geese, eiders and probably
some shorebirds, is common in indus-
trial areas in the North Slope.

In an important new discovery, the
report finds ‘‘climate changes during
the past several decades on the North
Slope have been unusually rapid.” Cli-
mate changes can change ice flow and
the entire ecosystem of this area.

The report further finds that only
about 100 acres—1 percent—of the habi-
tat affected by gravel fill on the North
Slope have been restored. The National
Academy of Sciences concluded that
unless major changes occur, it is un-
likely that most disturbed habitat on
the North Slope will ever be restored.
Because natural recovery in the arctic
is slow, effects of unrestored structures
are likely to persist for centuries, and
will accumulate as new structures are
added.

Environmental impacts of oil and gas
development are real, and that is why
we need to site such activities in a
careful, responsible manner.

In conclusion, Aldo Leopold, the
long-time Forest Service employee and
conservationist said it best in 1949:
“Having to squeeze the last drop of
utility out of the land has the same
desperate finality as having to chop up
the furniture to keep warm.”

The Arctic Refuge is one of the last,
remaining wilderness areas awaiting
protection. Let’s not destroy it; let’s
save it. And let’s end this perennial de-
bate once and for all. There are better,
longer-term solutions to our energy
crisis than drilling in our few remain-
ing frontier areas, including making
automobiles more fuel-efficient. And if
we want to debate energy policy, the
budget resolution debate is not the
time to do it.

Out of respect for the proper legisla-
tive process, and out of respect for the
seriousness of this decision in terms of
energy and environment issues, and in
terms of the impacts on the present
and future generations of this country,
I urge my colleagues to vote for the
Boxer amendment.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield
his remaining time for a question?

Mr. DURBIN. Yes.

Mrs. BOXER. I wonder if the Senator
had seen this chart which shows by the
year 2030 how much energy is yielded
by these various factors. This would be
how much energy we would get from
the Arctic Refuge production, 2.38 bil-
lion barrels of oil. If we just put better
tires on our cars, it would result in bet-
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ter fuel economy, we would save more
energy.

If we just closed the SUV loophole,
meaning we got those SUVs up to the
same mileage as cars, we would save 10
billion barrels. And, by the way, if we
did fuel economy, as my friend sug-
gested, up to 35 miles per gallon, which
is very modest, look at what it would
save: 18 billion barrels. Here is what
the Arctic gets us, and we destroy a re-
gion that looks like this, instead of
going this way.

Mr. DURBIN. I know my time is run-
ning out. I just want to say, when you
turn to the conservatives in Congress
and say: Can’t we improve the effi-
ciency of our vehicles? No, that’s the
heavy hand of Government.

Let me tell you, drilling in the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge is the heavy
hand of Government in a part of our
world we should be protecting. It is
saying to oil companies, make a profit
so we don’t have to ask American fami-
lies and automobile manufacturers to
do the right thing for our future.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am
going to take 1 extra minute off the
bill, if T might, to simply send to the
desk a letter from Jimmy Carter,
former President Jimmy Carter. Last
night it was implied by several col-
leagues—I have their words actually—I
will not go through them now—that
President Carter supports drilling in
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
Just to quote from a little bit of his
letter, he says:

We can have the untouched sublime wilder-
ness. Or we can have oil field development.
But we cannot have both.

Opening the coastal plain for oil explo-
ration and development would be, despite all
the much-vaunted technological promises,
severely damaging to wildlife and the eco-
system. And it is inherently fatal to the wil-
derness qualities of this matchless example
of America’s natural heritage.

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

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

THE CARTER CENTER,
Atlanta, GA, February 27, 2002.
The Honorable SENATOR,
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: Every decade or so we seem
to have a great national debate about wheth-
er or not to preserve the very best of our nat-
ural heritage. In the 1960s it was over build-
ing dams in the Grand Canyon, a desecration
comparable to oil drilling in Yosemite or
Yellowstone.

Now, an equally significant showdown is
over the fate of the coastal plain of the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge, an area first set
aside for protection by President Dwight Ei-
senhower.

Rosalynn and I have crouched on a penin-
sula in the Beaufort Sea to watch the defen-
sive circling of musk oxen that perceived us
as a threat to their young. We have sat in
profound wonder on the tundra near the Jago
River as 80,000 caribou streamed around and
past us in their timeless migration from
vital calving grounds on the coastal plain.
We have watched dens of wolves, large flocks
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of Dall Sheep, and isolated polar bears.
These phenomena of the untrammeled earth
are what lead wildlife experts to characterize
the coastal plain as America’s Serengeti.

Having raveled extensively in this unique
wilderness, I feel very strongly about its in-
credible natural values. I hope you will not
be distracted by the argument that oil explo-
ration and development will have minimal
impact because the ‘‘footprint’” of modern
drilling technology will be small amid the
1,500,000 acres of the coastal plain.

This simply is not true. While a precise
measurement of the exact acres finally to be
covered by drill pads, gravel pits, access
roads, air fields and the vast spider-web of
pipelines might not exceed 2,000 acres, these
acres would be spread across a far wider ex-
panse, covering hundreds of square miles,
connected by a network of modern transpor-
tation routes. The impacts on the fragile
tundra ecosystem, on migratory waterfowl
and on other wildlife would be much greater
than the claims of the oil drillers.

The point I want to stress to you is that,
as with the proposed dams in the Grand Can-
yon years ago, we face on the Arctic coastal
plain a choice about fundamentals. We can
have the untouched, sublime wilderness. Or
we can have oil field development.

But we cannot have both.

Opening of the coastal plain for oil explo-
ration and development would be, despite all
the much-vaunted technological promises,
severely damaging to wildlife and the eco-
system. And it is inherently fatal to the wil-
derness qualities of this matchless example
of America’s natural heritage.

Through compromises that began more
than four decades ago and were concluded
when I signed the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act in 1980, 95% of Alas-
ka’s North Slope has already been made
available for oil exploration or development.
We should not sacrifice the last 5%—the area
scientists call the ‘‘biological heart of the
Arctic Refuge”—for a speculative short-term
fix of oil a decade from now.

As with previous great environmental de-
bates, this issue has assumed gigantic sym-
bolic stature, as some have elevated it as the
alleged ‘‘solution” to everything from higher
gas prices to terrorist threats.

The truth is we could drill every national
park, wildlife refuge, and coastline and still
be importing more than half our oil, remain-
ing just as vulnerable to the price fluctua-
tions of the global oil market. By contrast,
raising the fuel economy of our cars and
trucks would save far more of then we im-
port from the Persian Gulf, reduce green-
house gas emissions, and save billions for
American consumers. To put this in perspec-
tive, had the United States continued to con-
serve oil at the same rate we did from 1976 to
1985, we could have weaned ourselves from
Middle East oil fifteen years ago.

I urge you to pass a cleaner and safer en-
ergy plan that enhances our security without
undermining our nations’ great wilderness
heritage. Please vote against cloture on any
amendment that would authorize oil drilling
in any part of the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge coastal plain.

Sincerely,
JIMMY CARTER.

Mrs. BOXER. I now yield 5 minutes
to Senator PATTY MURRAY who has
also been a tremendous voice for the
environment here in the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. MURRAY. I rise this morning to
support the amendment of my col-
league from California, Senator BOXER,
that will stop this backdoor attempt to
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drill for oil and gas in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge.

I spoke several days ago here on the
floor of the Senate at great length
about what this budget proposal would
do, the budget resolution that is before
the Senate, and how reckless it is. It
ignores the cost of war, it ignores the
cost of the aftermath in Iraq, and it
underfunds critical priorities here at
home such as homeland security, edu-
cation, and transportation.

But I am appalled that there is some-
thing else buried in this massive budg-
et that needs to be removed. The budg-
et now before the Senate actually as-
sumes increased spending that will re-
sult from opening ANWR up to explo-
ration and drilling, even though the
Senate clearly rejected that last year.
Exploration and drilling in ANWR is a
controversial issue, and it should be
fully debated. But the appropriate
place for that debate is on the energy
bill which the Senate will consider in
the coming months.

Last year, this Senate soundly re-
jected efforts to open ANWR to explo-
ration and to drilling. This year, pro-
ponents of drilling are using a back-
door approach to try to get support for
ANWR in this budget reconciliation.
The amendment that has been offered
by my colleague from California will
strike that language and leave the
ANWR debate where it belongs, as part
of the upcoming debate on an energy
bill.

The budget reconciliation process
was enacted actually to help us reduce
our deficit. That is even more impor-
tant now that our country is back in
red ink. Instead of supporting a process
that helps reduce our deficit, pro-
ponents of drilling are using it to pass
something the Senate rejected last
year.

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
is an important and unique national
treasure. It is the only conservation
system in North America that protects
a complete spectrum of arctic eco-
systems. It is the most biologically
productive part of the Arctic Refuge.
Energy exploration in ANWR would
have a significant impact on this
unique ecosystem.

I have heard the proponents of this
measure argue over the years that en-
ergy exploration has become what they
call more environmentally friendly.
That may be true. But there are sig-
nificant environmental impacts for
this sensitive region. The oil reserves
in ANWR, in fact the oil reserves in the
entire United States, are not enough to
significantly reduce our dependence on
foreign oil.

There are ways to reduce our need for
foreign oil. My colleague, the Senator
from Illinois, spoke about that a mo-
ment ago. We can increase the fuel
economy of our automobiles and light-
weight trucks. We can reduce our need
for foreign oil by expanding the use of
domestically produced renewable and
alternative fuels. We can invest in
emerging technologies such as fuel
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cells and solar electric cars, and we can
increase the energy efficiency of our
office buildings and homes. Those
kinds of strategies will reduce our de-
pendence on foreign oil and protect one
of our Nation’s most precious re-
sources. That is what we should be fo-
cusing on.

I think we should also remember the
amount of oil in ANWR is too small to
significantly improve our current en-
ergy problems. The oil exploration in
ANWR will not actually start pro-
ducing oil for as many as 10 years.

Exploring and drilling for oil and gas
in ANWR is not forward thinking. It is
a 19th century solution to a 21st cen-
tury problem. The Senate should
soundly reject this backdoor attempt
to use the budget process to embrace
drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge when so many in the Senate op-
pose it. We should debate drilling in
ANWR when the Senate energy bill
comes up, but we should not make a
decision on drilling in this budget reso-
lution.

I urge my colleagues to support this
very important amendment by the Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield
her remaining time?

Mrs. MURRAY. I yield my remaining
time to the Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I say to my friend, I ap-
preciate her raising the issue of the
safety here because in the Prudhoe Bay
oil field and the Trans-Alaska we have
seen an average 423 spills annually on
the North Slope since 1996, and that is
according to the Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation. Over 1.7
million gallons of 40 different sub-
stances, from acid to waste oil, have
been spilled during routine operations
from 1996 to 2002. There were 2,958
spills, commonly diesel, crude oil, and
hydraulic oil.

My friend is right. Maybe years ago
they would have been worse spills, but
the fact is there are terrible spills now.

I see that my colleague’s time is up.
I thank the Senator for participating.

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to
Senator STABENOW from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized for up
to 5 minutes.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, first,
as I begin, I know I share the feelings
of all my colleagues, as we are debating
this budget resolution and this impor-
tant amendment, that our thoughts
and prayers go to the men and women
who are overseas, our troops who are
being placed in harm’s way. Regardless
of our feelings about the policies that
have brought us to this point, we all
stand united in supporting our troops.
It makes these kinds of debates even
more important.

I am very proud to be a cosponsor of
this amendment. I commend the Sen-
ator from California for her steadfast
leadership on this issue, along with a
number of colleagues of mine who have
consistently stood firm about pro-
tecting the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge.
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I have been pleased to be a cosponsor
of legislation to stop drilling since first
coming to the House in 1997. I also am
proud to be the author of the ban that
we placed on drilling in the Great
Lakes, another national treasure. I
view this area in Alaska as much of an
irreplaceable and fragile natural and
national treasure as the Great Lakes. I
am very hopeful that today we will,
one more time, stop this particular
drilling policy from moving forward.

I would like to, once again, speak
about some of the same points my col-
leagues have spoken of because I be-
lieve we have to keep repeating them
to make it clear what the facts are.

First of all, the Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge is, in fact, one of the
wildest and most pristine places in the
United States. We have an obligation
to protect this area for the future, for
those who are counting on us to be able
to look beyond the immediate time pe-
riod and look to the future for our
country and for our children.

I believe we also have an obligation
to stop back-door approaches to this
issue. We are seeing, one more time,
the drilling in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge being placed in a bill
where it should not be. This is a budget
bill. We are focusing on the budget pri-
orities for the next year.

Frankly, we should be debating how
much the war is going to cost, and
making sure our folks on the front
line, and our first responders at home,
police and firefighters and emergency
workers, have what they need as we
enter this very challenging time. Those
are the kinds of things we should be de-
bating, not seeing a back-door ap-
proach to drilling in the Arctic Wildlife
Refuge.

Most importantly, we Kknow that
drilling in the wildlife refuge will not
result in energy independence. This is
talked about all of the time, but it
needs to be repeated, that only 2 per-
cent—if we were to drill, we are talking
about 2 percent of America’s oil de-
mand every year; and it would take at
least 10 years to begin to see this
brought on to the market.

We are talking about 2 percent rather
than focusing on other areas of energy
policy that will net alternatives in
terms of conservation: alternative ve-
hicles, alternative fuels, all of those
kinds of things we know will allow us
to become energy independent sooner
and more effectively for the long run.

It is impossible for the United States
to drill its way to energy security and
independence. What we need to have is
a debate about the energy policy of the
country and how we are going to move
forward. And that needs to be done in
the energy bill, not in the middle of the
budget resolution.

I am concerned when I hear this par-
ticular debate tied to Iraq, the serious
debate about war and the oil in Iraq. It
is important to say that gas prices are
determined by global supply and de-
mand factors, as we all know, not by
opening one area to drilling.
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In addition, Iraq supplies a very
small percentage of our U.S. energy
needs. According to the EIA, only 1.5
percent of the Nation’s energy supply
comes from Iraq. Imports from Iraq
were banned in 1990 in the wake of the
Persian Gulf war, and we obtained no
oil from 1991 to 1995—all with no im-
pact on the greatest economic expan-
sion in U.S. history. The fact is, Can-
ada and Mexico together supply more
oil to the U.S. than the entire Persian
Gulf.

So I encourage my colleagues to join
with us in support of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Ms. STABENOW. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA-
HAM of South Carolina). Who yields
time?

The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I, on this
issue, yield as much time to myself as
I shall need. I ask unanimous consent
to do that, and that the time come off
the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I don’t
know exactly where to begin on this
particular subject. But I would like for
the American taxpayers to understand
one thing: We maintain a strategic oil
reserve. It is 700 million barrels of oil
that is stored in salt caves in Lou-
isiana. It costs us $175 million a year to
maintain the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve. I just want the taxpayers to
know what they are paying for.

The fact is, part of that oil was pur-
chased by this Government and put in
there, but most of it was taken from
royalties. They took the oil instead of
the money. And that was recovered on
the Outer Continental Shelf or from
public lands. So it is there: 700 million
barrels of oil that costs the taxpayers
$180 million a year to maintain.

I suggest that we have a Strategic
Petroleum Reserve that is not costing
the American people a thing. It is still
in the ground in North Dakota, found
on public lands, where we cannot get to
it. It is found in Montana, on public
lands, where we cannot get to it. That
is because of organizations that deal
primarily in fear, not common sense.

Abraham Lincoln once said: God
must have loved the common man be-
cause he made so many of us. Then,
when we use the same term in the
phrase ‘‘common sense,”’ that sort of
changes the definition a little bit.

That Strategic Petroleum Reserve is
also maintained, and it is still in the
ground in ANWR. We do not know how
big that reserve is. It has been esti-
mated to be anywhere from 5.3 billion
barrels upwards. Does it answer the
question of our shortage? Does it take
care of all of that? No, it does not. We
know that. But, on the other hand, it
replaces all the oil we buy that is
termed ‘‘rogue’ oil—Iraqi oil that we
give hard dollars for and that you con-
tribute to every time you fill your
tank at a filling station.
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What is that money used for? We
have seen it on television every night
for the past month and a half. We know
what that money is being used for. We
give it to a tyrant who uses that
money to subsidize families, to entice
them to take one of their children and
strap dynamite on them and walk onto
a bus and blow themselves up, and for
the development of weapons of mass
destruction, chemical and biological
warfare. That is what that money has
done.

And yet we sit here today trying
again to ban the use of a resource that
is not only one of the major
underpinnings to our economy, but
also takes away from that $180 million
a year we spend to maintain that SPR
in case of an emergency. That is 90
days. It wouldn’t even last 90 days. We
would just go through it, bingo. It de-
fies common sense, what we are doing
here.

As far as my State of Montana is
concerned, I don’t know what the im-
pact is. I know during the major explo-
ration and lifting of Prudhoe Bay and
the North Slope when it opened up,
probably 1,500 families in Montana
worked on the North Slope. It provided
a lot of jobs. I am not saying that their
figure here on the creation of jobs is
what some would claim, but it isn’t
zero, I will guarantee you that. It is
going to put a lot of people to work.
Maybe jobs only are important to us if
they are just in our home state. Maybe
it is the welfare of the people if it is
just in our State. But the impact it has
on Alaska is terrific, on the people who
live there, work there, raise their fami-
lies there, provide services there.

If you wanted to put it to a vote in
Alaska, this debate wouldn’t even be
taking place. The Native Alaskans; ask
them, take a vote among them, if we
really believe in this 50 percent plus 1.
It is their income. This is just about all
they have.

What you see of the pictures over
there is a result of a 30-day growing
season. Any other time I would look
with great interest at a photograph
that was being displayed last night of
the caribou that was out in the water.
They had water clear up over their
back going into the sea up there. Do
you know why they are standing in
that water, folks? It is not to cool off.
Because they have mosquitos up there
that are big enough to turn over your
dog tags and check your blood type.
That is what they are getting away
from. It is a hostile environment.

What are we doing here with the new
technology: I mentioned a while ago
the jobs of the families who are af-
fected in my State. Those kinds of jobs
have moved on. New technology has
taken over. We drill differently now.
We do it all differently with horizontal
drilling practices, with one little area
impacted. You may see the wells. It
wouldn’t be the size of the Chamber of
the Senate. It may have a dozen wells.
That is the way we do it now. Tech-
nology has moved on.
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I was interested in the words of my
good friend, the Senator from Michi-
gan, and the Senator from California.
And by the way, California consumes 12
percent of all of the transportation
fuels produced in this country. Yet we
cannot drill on the Outer Continental
Shelf of California. There is a morato-
rium on that. There is a moratorium
on Florida. They are quick to talk
about the Gulf of Mexico and off the
coast of Louisiana and Alabama. We
can’t drill off the east coast, yet Can-
ada does. When you get north of the
border, they drill all the way offshore
almost to Iceland. If you want to go
east of the United States and the Cana-
dian line and the northern territories
off Alaska, you have gas and oil pro-
duction all across Canada. The largest
exporter of energy to this country is
Canada, both in crude and in gas.

Yet the United States is being denied
our own resource in our own country to
supply the heat and the transportation
fuels for our own people and our own
security. And groups would manipulate
information on ANWR to deny the
American people when common sense
tells you it is just the other way. Those
of us who live near and some of us on
public lands understand what the
thinking is.

I will tell you this, as we talk about
this total resolution. If you want to see
something happen, this President has
offered a way to stimulate the econ-
omy and to have it going when those
young men and young women come
home from the gulf and they go back
into the workforce. Do you want them
to come back into a sluggish economy?
Is that what we want to do here? Do we
want to take a sluggish economy and
pound it down further and have no op-
portunities for them outside of mili-
tary life, those reservists and also
those who serve in the National Guard?

We are finding out the cost of 50 per-
cent of our force structure and mili-
tary is at home now and not found on
military bases, full-time soldiers, sail-
ors, marines, and airmen. This is a part
of that growth package. This is a part
of a package that shows immediate re-
turn to the American taxpayer and
also gives us that security, our own
home security, if it is ever needed.
What is wrong with finding out how
much oil we really have? We can’t even
explore, let alone lift. And we are doing
it based on thinking and facts that do
not heed common sense. It is groups,
little tiny groups that propagate mis-
information and do it on an emotional
“‘green, fuzzy’’ resolution. That you
would deny people a livelihood, deny
them food, deny them the basic needs
of education and health care in the
State of Alaska based on misinforma-
tion, that can’t make one feel very
good.

So if we are looking for job creation,
if we are looking for energy security, if
we want to do away with this little
ticket of $175 million a year just to
maintain oil in salt caves, then when
you get the bottom line, the answer is
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pretty clear—let alone the promise
that this Congress made to the State of
Alaska whenever they passed the land
bill there and also created the Alaska
National Wildlife Refuge.

By the way, we are breaking that
word, too. That rests on the backs of
Congress. So I ask for those who live
there, the Natives who were raised
there, with their traditions—I will tell
you, I don’t know if you have ever seen
the caribou come across there. The
area is not short of wildlife—not from
the impact of Prudhoe and North
Slope. All the benefits that have gone
to Alaska and to America as a result of
that tremendous resource—those tre-
mendous reserves, in a part of the
world that is fragile, yes; all land is
fragile, but it is a land we can take
care of and still use the resources it
provides.

I ask my colleagues to use some com-
mon sense. Go through the same fig-
ures I have. If you get a different num-
ber, you let me know, because I am
just a country boy; I count bushels and
heads of livestock. But when you get to
the bottom line, it is a plus for Amer-
ica, a plus for our security, a plus for
jobs, and it is also a plus for the great
State of Alaska.

Our technology has not gotten us to
the point where we can safely and eco-
nomically do in our transportation
fuels, using fuel cells and biomass, any-
thing you want to do. That technology
is not there yet, folks. If you want to
cut off the oil today, you will see how
fast this economy would crumble. But
you cannot talk economy, you cannot
talk numbers, because this is an emo-
tional debate. It is wrong. It is wrong
to do it to the State of Alaska, and it
is wrong to do it to America.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask that
the Senator from North Dakota yield
such time as I may consume.

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to do so.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are
doing our best, in accordance with the
direction we have gotten from the ma-
jority leader, to move this bill along.
We are trying. I spoke to the manager
of the bill this morning, and we are
trying to do that. We want to offer
other amendments. We have a couple of
minutes left to speak on ANWR. We
want to offer other amendments. We
were ready to vote on ANWR last
night, or this morning, or early this
afternoon—anytime. We need to move
this legislation along, and we are doing
the very best we can, but we have
amendments we have to offer.

I hope we have the opportunity to do
that. The time is quickly dwindling,
and we are doing our best not to have
many votes on the vote-athon; but with
each day that goes by, it appears there
will have to be more because people are
not having the opportunity to offer
amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader is recognized.
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Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I will
use my leader time for the comments I
am about to make.

The decision whether or not to allow
drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge is a defining moment for na-
tional energy and environmental pol-
icy.
This debate reflects two divergent
views of our Nation’s values and fu-
ture.

We have a choice: Either we can con-
tinue building oil wells in environ-
mentally sensitive areas or we can re-
ject the quick fix and broaden our Na-
tion’s energy base while honoring our
commitment to our natural heritage.

It has become apparent that America
depends too heavily on some very unde-
pendable foreign sources of oil.

Hostilities in Iraq are just the latest
chapter in decades of instability in the
Persian Gulf.

Meanwhile, production of oil in Ven-
ezuela has been brought to a near
standstill because of domestic unrest.

For the sake of our economy, for the
sake of national security, and for the
sake of our environment, America
must reduce its reliance on foreign oil.

But instead of diversifying energy
supply, investing in new technologies
and promoting efficiency, the Bush ad-
ministration’s priority is to look for
the next big domestic oil field.

Last year, the Senate rejected the
Republicans’ effort to authorize drill-
ing in the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge in comprehensive energy legisla-
tion. Now they are back attempting to
use the budget resolution to grease a
change they couldn’t make in the en-
ergy bill.

No matter how clever they view this
parliamentary sleight of hand, the pro-
ponents of drilling in the Arctic Refuge
cannot escape the facts.

While endangering one of the most
pristine areas in the world, drilling in
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
would do nothing to make our country
more energy independent.

We cannot sit silently by while the
administration promotes a short-sight-
ed strategy that mortgages one of our
most precious and irreplaceable wild
spaces for a few months’ supply of oil.

Gasoline prices are soaring today.
Yet this proposal would add nothing to
our oil supply for 10 years.

Even then, the Arctic Refuge would
supply our country with no more than
6 months’ worth of oil and would re-
duce our dependence on foreign oil by
just 2 percent.

This is not a serious attempt to come
to grips with America’s long-term en-
ergy needs. America cannot drill its
way out of this problem.

Ninety-five percent of Alaska’s North
Slope is already open to drilling and
exploration. Even if we drilled in the
last 5 percent, even if we drilled in the
backyards of every American, we could
not satisfy our Nation’s appetite for
oil.

America produces just 3 percent of
the world’s oil; yet we consume 25 per-
cent of that supply.
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The answer to our energy challenge
will not be found in the Arctic Refuge.

The answer will be found in our will-
ingness to encourage American innova-
tion and break the habit of spiraling
energy consumption. We have met this
test in the past.

In the 1970s, Congress increased fuel
efficiency standards and began to en-
courage the development of renewable
fuels.

Today, those fuel efficiency stand-
ards save our country the cost of 3 mil-
lion barrels of oil every day.

That, and a wide range of clean, do-
mestic, renewable energy technologies
would dwarf any contribution the Arc-
tic Refuge could make in the future.

Meanwhile, if drilling in the Arctic
Refuge is authorized, our lack of vision
would come at enormous cost.

According to the administration’s
own Fish and Wildlife Service, ‘‘The
Arctic refuge is among the most com-
plete, pristine, and undisturbed eco-
systems on Earth . . . a combination of
habitats, climate and geography un-
matched by any other northern con-
servation area.”

There is no alternative to Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge once it is de-
spoiled. But there is an alternative to
this reckless proposal:

A true national energy strategy that
speaks to our core environmental val-
ues while at the same time frees our
country from the dictates and uncer-
tain fortunes of foreign oil producers.

Now more than ever, we should be
aware of the real cost of dependence on
foreign oil.

Now more than ever, we need real an-
swers and serious stewardship to the
energy challenges of our Nation’s fu-
ture.

Mr. President, I encourage my col-
leagues to vote to strike the authoriza-
tion to drill for oil in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge from the budget
resolution.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. REID. On behalf of Senator CON-
RAD, I yield 10 minutes to the Senator
from New Jersey, Mr. LAUTENBERG.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Nevada for
yielding the time to me to talk about
the Boxer amendment and talk about
the decision we could be making very
shortly about the use of oil from the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

Mr. President, what happens is, as
these debates get going, sometimes we
hear statements that are somewhat
misconstrued or mistaken. We just
heard it suggested on the floor that
funds from the purchase of Iraq oil are
used to purchase bombs. Nothing could
be further from the truth. The fact is,
that money is passed through the
United Nations to buy food to be dis-
tributed to the people of Iraq. There is
no way that money can be used to buy
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bombs. It is important we keep the
record straight.

I want so much to see the Boxer
amendment prevail, but in order to
make the case, apparently, we have to
do more than simply justify the fact
that if we did not do this, we could find
other ways to conserve oil and not
have to invade this snow desert, if one
has ever seen it. It is one of the most
beautiful places in the world, and the
last thing we ought to do is turn the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge into an
oilfield.

I traveled to Alaska in the aftermath
of the Exxon Valdez spill in 1989. At the
time, I was chairman of the Transpor-
tation Appropriations Subcommittee,
so I had jurisdiction over Coast Guard
funding. I was also a senior member of
the Environment and Public Works
Committee. So I had a great deal of in-
terest in the Valdez incident.

What I saw was shocking, stunning
almost. Over 11 million gallons of oil
spilled into the Prince William Sound.
I witnessed beautiful wildlife covered
in oil, many dead or dying. I saw work-
ers from the Department of the Inte-
rior, the fire service, and others hand
wiping oil off birds and other wildlife.
It was a devastating tragedy.

The disaster left a major impression
on me. I thought about my children,
my grandchildren, other people’s chil-
dren, and other people’s grandchildren.
I never wanted to see the dismay on
their faces should they ever witness
this tragedy.

To this day, 14 years later, the area
remains contaminated with a persist-
ence that has surprised many sci-
entists. Sadly, the optimistic pre-
dictions of its recovery proved to be
unjustified. Fully 60 percent of the area
remains contaminated. Pools of toxic
oil are still being found several feet
deep.

Ecosystems, such as those in Prince
William Sound and the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge, are so fragile, they are
such delicate treasures of our Nation.

I had the privilege of visiting the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge at the
same time, and I can tell you, from
personal experience, that in addition to
the damage caused by drilling and oil-
spills, the debris of human intrusion,
acres of rusting pipes and dilapidated
structures dishonors America’s 100-
year-old tradition of protecting remote
wild places.

On that visit, I flew in a single-en-
gine plane across to a community
called Deadhorse. It is right near
Prudhoe Bay. It was troubling to see
that area, the tundra littered by refuse
left by the same o0il companies that
now avow they will be good environ-
mental stewards should the Arctic Ref-
uge be open to drilling.

Why would we risk devastating these
national treasures? For what gain?

There is a dispute as to whether it is
a 6-month oil supply or more that we
will see from the Arctic Refuge, but for
this short-term gain, what is the long-
term risk, the cost?
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I believe the long-term damage is too
great. Turning this refuge into an oil-
field will result in the loss of a na-
tional treasure we will never be able to
replace. Look at what is happening on
the North Slope. The National Re-
search Council’s new report shows that
oil drilling on the North Slope has
drastically reduced the population of
nesting birds, such as the snow geese,
and seismic exploration has displaced
the culturally sacred bowhead whales
from their migratory path, according
to the National Research Council.

Additional drilling will only com-
pound the stresses on these and the 200
other animal and bird species that in-
habit the region.

What would the payoff be for reck-
lessly endangering this national treas-
ure? We would save more oil than we
could drill at the Arctic Refuge at the
height of production by requiring SUVs
to meet the same fuel economy stand-
ards as regular cars. We never hear
talk about conservation. We never hear
talk about everybody pitching in on
the eve of a war to economize and use
less fuel whenever we can do so.

There is simply no good reason to en-
danger this fragile Coastal Plain eco-
system.

More than oil is at stake here. Tho-
reau wrote:

In wilderness is the preservation of the
world.

America and the world need the last
remaining wilderness places. The Arc-
tic wilderness is one of those places. It
would be unconscionable to despoil it
for all time just for a bit of oil. We can
find other ways.

I came across an article that tells us
about the risk, a risk we are not dis-
cussing in pure terms. This is an Inter-
net news report from a service called
Ananova. The headline is:
“ExxonMobile damages for Valdez spill
cut to $4 billion from 5; to appeal.” It
is going to be appealed further by the
ExxonMobile company. They already
paid some damages to the Alaskans,
some money for cleanup, and some
money to the State and Federal gov-
ernments. But they have yet to pay a
dime for punitive damages. This is 1989.
We are not talking about recent
months or even recent years. Fourteen
years ago last month that tragedy took
place, and they have not paid, and they
do not want to pay. They are going
back to court to say, Reduce our dam-
ages, even though the court the first
time assessed them a $9 billion puni-
tive damage claim. They are working
their way down, and maybe they will
get it down to nothing one of these
days. We ought to stop it right now
where it is and not permit this to con-
tinue. They just want to get their
mitts on the money that comes from
that oil drilling, and it is without re-
gard for the consequences.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article by Ananova be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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[From Ananova, December 8, 2002]

EXXONMOBIL DAMAGES FOR VALDEZ SPILL
CuT TO $4 BILLION FROM 5; TO APPEAL

A US federal court in the state of Alaska
has reduced punitive damages awarded in the
1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill to $4 billion from
5 billion, ExxonMobil Corp said in a state-
ment late on Friday.

The company, which had been hoping for a
far greater reduction in damages, said it
plans to appeal against the ruling, saying it
is excessive and ‘‘entirely inconsistent with
the law.”

ExxonMobil wanted the damages cut to no
more than $40 million, a sum which would be
“only slightly less than the largest punitive
damages award ever approved by any federal
appellate court anywhere.”’

A US appeals court last year sent the case
back to the Anchorage District Court with
orders to reduce the award to an amount
consistent with constitutional limits.

Company officials said ExxonMobil took
immediate responsibility for the spill,
cleaned it up, and voluntarily compensated
those who claimed direct damages.

It also paid $300 million immediately and
voluntarily to more than 11,000 Alaskans and
businesses affected by the spill, 2.2 billion for
the cleanup of Prince William Sound, and
another 1 billion to state and federal govern-
ments.

[From Environment, April 20, 1995]
JUDGE VOIDS PORTION OF EXXON FINE

An Alaska state judge, Brian Shortell,
ruled that Exxon Corp., did not have to pay
$9.7 million in punitive damages to five Alas-
ka native corporations, it was reported
March 31. The damages originally had been
awarded in recompense for land damage
caused by the March 1989 Exxon Valdez oil
spill. The ruling had no effect on the $5 bil-
lion in punitive damages that Exxon had
been ordered to pay to 14,000 Alaskan na-
tives, fishermen and property owners. [See
1994 Environment: Exxon Fined $9.7 Million
in ‘Valdez’ Spill, 1994 Exxon Fined $5 Billion
In ‘Valdez’ Spill; Record Award to fishermen,
Natives, 1989 Largest U.S. 0Oil Spill Fouls
Alaska Marine Habitat; Containment Effort
Delayed from Onset]

Shortell said that the corporations already
had received adequate compensation from
the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Liability Fund
and a $98 million settlement with Alyeska
Pipeline Service Co.

[Exxon Press Release, November 7, 2001]

EXXON VALDEZ APPEALS RULING, STUNS
ALASKANS

(By Yereth Rosen)

ANCHORAGE, Nov. 7.—Exxon Mobil Corp.’s
reprieve on Wednesday from a $5 billion pu-
nitive fine stunned and angered Alaskans
who had sued the energy giant for punitive
damages from the 1989 Valdez oil spill dis-
aster.

The 9th Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that
the fine, ordered by a U.S. District Court
jury in 1994 at the close of a summer-long
civil trial against Exxon was excessive. The
court sent the case back to the trial court
for assessment of a new fine.

One Alaska Native leader in Cordova, the
town that is the center of the Prince William
Sound commercial fishing industry, de-
scribed a groundswell of anger at the ruling.

“I wouldn’t want to be anyone from an oil
company in this town today, I'll tell you
that,” said Bob Henrichs, a Native leader in
Cordova.

Anyone associated with Exxon is particu-
larly unwelcome, he said. ‘“They hired a
drunk who couldn’t get a license to drive a
car and turned him loose with an oil tank-
er,”” he said.
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About 40,000 fishermen, Natives, property
owners and others affected by the spill sued
Exxon over the disaster. Most of the cases
were consolidated and heard at the 1994 trial.
Many plaintiffs were counting on payments
from the punitive verdict to help heal var-
ious problems, including a deteriorating fish-
ing economy.

Now the appeals court ruling has dashed
those hopes, said Riki Ott, a Cordova fisher-
man, marine biologist and environmental ac-
tivist.

The ruling means that Exxon Mobil may
emerge unpunished for the spill, which con-
tinues to harm the area’s environment and
people, Ott said.

“They just go on, business as usual, and
try to shove all of us under the carpet by re-
lying on the court system, which favors big
corporations,” she said. ‘“‘Exxon has contin-
ued to profit off this, and we’re all slowly
going broke.”

SHOCK AND SURPRISE

Sue Aspelund, executive director of Cor-
dova District Fishermen United, said she re-
acted to the news with ‘‘shock and surprise.”

The fishermen’s group on Wednesday was
still trying to figure out what to do next, she
said. Henrichs, president of a 500-member
tribal organization based in Cordova, said his
faith in the court system was shaken by the
ruling.

I'd like those judges who made that deci-
sion to come up here and confront our peo-
ple, look us in the eye,” he said.

One of the lead attorneys for the spill
plaintiffs said he believes the punitive award
can be resurrected.

Attorney Brian O’Neill said arguments
over the punitive fine will be made again
within months before U.S. District Court
Judge H. Russel Holland, who presided over
the 1994 trial.

““And we’ll go back and get the $5 billion.
Because I think the process was fair, I think
the award was fair,” said O’Neill, who pre-
sented most of the plaintiffs’ case at the
trial.

““The thing that I'm sad about and embar-
rassed about is that it’s taken us so long to
get here,” he said. ‘‘It’s going to take an-
other year or two longer, but we’ll get
there.”

Meanwhile, Henrichs’ organization, the Na-
tive Village of Eyak, and other Native
groups are pushing for stricter regulation of
the trans-Alaska pipeline. The 30-year leases
that allow the pipeline to operate on state
and federal land are up for renewal in 2004.

Ott is working on a campaign—including a
possible new lawsuit against ExxonMobil—to
address chronic illnesses that spill cleanup
workers said they suffered as a result of
working without proper protections.

The 11 million gallon (50 million liter)
spill, the worst tanker disaster in U.S.
waters, polluted more than 1,200 miles of
shoreline and was the deadliest ever to wild-
life.

It killed thousands of marine mammals
and hundreds of thousands of seabirds, forced
the shutdown of fish harvests and, govern-
ment scientists say, caused lingering damage
to fish, bird and mammal populations.

The U.S. District Court jury found that
reckless behavior by Exxon and tanker cap-
tain Joseph Hazelwood had led to the spill.
That verdict paved the way for the punitive
fine.

Also during the trial, the jury ordered
Exxon to pay $287 million in compensation to
commercial fishermen, and the company set-
tled some of the Native compensatory claims
before the trials’s end.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
we will wrap up this debate in a very
short while. We have to look at the full
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picture. It is not simply getting oil
here or taking advantage of an oppor-
tunity to go into the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge to search for more op-
portunities to consume oil at a rate
that has never been heard of. We have
to step back and take a look into the
future as to what we want for our chil-
dren and their children.

I hope the Boxer amendment will get
the support it deserves. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. Who yields
time?

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, how
much time does the Senator from New
Hampshire desire?

Mr. SUNUNU. I had not calculated it.
Twenty minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. I yield to the Senator
from New Hampshire as much time as
he desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. SUNUNTU. I thank the Chair. Mr.
President, I thank the chairman. As a
new Member of the Senate, I bring to
this body, as do many of my col-
leagues, experience having served in
what we like to refer to as the ‘‘other
body,” the House of Representatives.
Prior to that service, I worked in what
we sometimes refer to as the ‘‘real
world” in manufacturing, having been
trained as a mechanical engineer.

Engineers often try to develop solu-
tions to problems by arguing from first
principles, and that means simply that
you work from the most basic under-
standing of a problem you wish to ad-
dress. Once you come to terms with the
central element of that problem, you
are far better able to craft a meaning-
ful and effective solution.

What the astute listener might ask
is: What does this have to do with the
Federal budget? And to that I reply, if
you really want to put together an ef-
fective budget and a meaningful budget
that will serve us well, we need to re-
mind ourselves exactly what this budg-
et resolution is for.

As we listen to much of the budget
debate, one might understand or come
to assume that the budget resolution
establishes funding levels for every
conceivable Federal program, every
line item in the budget; that it rewrote
the Tax Code; that it modernized Medi-
care, all in and of itself without even
having the benefit of the President’s
signature. Of course, this is not the
case, even though the rhetoric we hear
might suggest otherwise.

So what is the budget resolution? It
is simply a blueprint. It is a vision the
Congress puts forward of where we
imagine our budget priorities should be
this year and in future years. We try to
set priorities for taxes and for spend-
ing, try to estimate what we are going
to collect into the Federal coffers, and
try to set priorities for modernizing
programs like Medicare or Social Secu-
rity. Above all, it reflects a set of pri-
orities.

For example, listening to the debate
this morning, one might get the im-
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pression it actually authorizes oil ex-
ploration in northern Alaska. That is
simply not the case. What the budget
resolution as written would do is allow
the Senate Energy Committee to write
legislation that would then be debated
on the Senate floor. It would still have
to pass the Senate to allow exploration
or production in northern Alaska to
take place. The budget simply provides
the mechanism allowing that legisla-
tion to be written and then later
brought to the floor.

Our goal in this debate should be to
reflect the right set of priorities in our
country. To be sure, this is a $2 trillion
budget we are talking about. If I or any
of my colleagues were writing a $2 tril-
lion budget, I am sure someone some-
where would find something in that $2
trillion budget they might disagree
with, and I understand that. Any Mem-
ber of the Senate, any citizen of our
country, can find something in our
Federal budget they are not com-
fortable with, that they do not like,
that they would disagree with, a pro-
gram they would change. But if we
want to do the work of the American
people in the Senate, we need to put to-
gether that budget blueprint. We need
to set those priorities, and I would
hope those priorities would be con-
sistent.

As we listen to the debate over the
next few days, unfortunately we will
hear a lot that is not consistent. We
will hear individuals talk about their
concern for the Federal deficit, and
then they will step forward and vote
for an amendment that raises domestic
spending and increases the deficit. We
will hear individuals raise concerns
about the cost of military action at
this historic time. But after raising
concerns about those costs, those indi-
viduals will then step forward and vote
for amendments that raise domestic
spending.

We will hear Members raise concerns
about economic growth, and then in-
stead of stepping forward to propose or
support a package that lays the foun-
dation for future economic growth,
what will they do? They will step for-
ward and they will vote to raise domes-
tic spending. There is a pattern, to be
sure.

We are in challenging and difficult
times, and we have work in front of us
that will require us to make difficult
choices and to set the right priorities
for our country.

Why do we need this budget in the
first place? We need this budget, as I
suggested before, to enable us to get
our work done. I talked about the
budget allowing the Energy Committee
to come forward with legislation
crafting a comprehensive energy policy
that might include exploration in
northern Alaska. The budget will also
set an overall limit on discretionary
spending. This year, I think the goal
put forward in the budget resolution is
approximately $784 billion. But we need
to set that goal, that cap, that target,
so the other spending committees, the
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Appropriations Committee in par-
ticular, can then move the spending
bills forward.

This is not insignificant. Last year,
we failed to pass a budget in the Senate
and we paid for it. We paid for it be-
cause as a result we could not get the
work of the country done. We ended up
completing that work, not in Sep-
tember, October, November, or Decem-
ber of last year, but in January of this
year. That is simply wrong. That is
why we need a budget. The budget lays
the foundation for critical legislation,
and not just a comprehensive energy
bill. If we want to modernize Medicare,
pass a prescription drug benefit for re-
tirees in this country, we are going to
need a budget resolution. If we want to
pass an economic growth package that
helps lay the foundation for job cre-
ation in America, we are going to need
a budget resolution.

The Senate may well appear chaotic
under any circumstances, but without
a budget we are even more so. I do
think it is important to note the mi-
nority in this case has not offered any
comprehensive alternative to the budg-
et. We will hear debate and criticism of
the pending resolution that is before
this body, but no comprehensive alter-
native. This is similar to last year
when the minority, then in the major-
ity, failed to offer and pass a com-
prehensive budget. As a result, not
only were we completing last year’s
business this past January, but we
were unable to pass a prescription drug
benefit under Medicare and other work
before the Senate was delayed. The
budget resolution is critical to being
able to get our work done in Congress.

What is in the budget resolution that
is before us? What are the priorities we
have laid out that have been put to-
gether by the hard work of the chair-
man of the Budget Committee and the
members of the Budget Committee?
Given the challenge of these times, I
think it is a very strong package. The
overall spending level, $784 billion, rep-
resents a growth in discretionary
spending of a little bit less than 4.5 per-
cent.

There is a basic principle at work,
and that is we should not be expanding
the size and scope of the Federal Gov-
ernment. We should not be increasing
domestic spending any faster than an
average family budget is increasing.

On the defense side, we all know the
challenges we face, the priorities we
need to set in defense spending. De-
fense spending has increased approxi-
mately 3.8 percent. Homeland security,
where we need to make investments in
new technology and new ways of iden-
tifying threats to this country, has
been increased over 25 percent in order
to help first responders—police and
firefighters—around the country.

As with defense and homeland secu-
rity, we have to set priorities through-
out the budget. If the Federal spending
level is increasing by 4 or 4.5 percent,
not every program can receive a 10 or
20 percent increase. Priorities need to
be set.
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On veterans health care, we step for-
ward to provide an increase of $1 bil-
lion in this budget; on education, a 4.5
percent increase, including $1 billion
for special education, which is an enor-
mous unfunded Federal mandate on
cities and towns around the country. In
science, space, and technology re-
search, the budget provides for an addi-
tional 5.5 percent over last year. Set-
ting priorities in important areas; that
is what putting together a good budget
is all about.

This budget will allow us to mod-
ernize Medicare, to add a prescription
drug benefit to Medicare, something
that is essential if we are going to de-
liver on our commitment to a modern-
ized health care system for our retir-
ees.

As we have heard and will continue
to hear over the next couple of days,
this budget allows for an economic
growth package to help get our econ-
omy moving, to help create incentives
to entrepreneurs and risk takers across
the country to create new economic op-
portunity and to create new jobs.

I think it is the right set of prior-
ities. I think it makes sense to put to-
gether a package that focuses on eco-
nomic growth. I think it is the right
thing to do to make sure we are not ex-
panding the size and scope of the Fed-
eral Government any faster than the
average family might be expanding its
budget.

To be sure, we will hear people argue
about the level of spending and we will
have amendments to increase Federal
spending in a number of areas. The fact
of the matter is, we would hear those
arguments and have that debate no
matter what the spending level in this
budget resolution was. If it was at $794
billion, we would have similar amend-
ments to increase Federal spending. If
it was at $800 billion, $810 billion, or
$820 billion, we would have the same
amendments to expand the size and
scope of the Federal Government, be-
cause some legislators find it more dif-
ficult than others to set priorities and
to control the size and scope of that
spending. Now more than ever we need
to set priorities.

We have heard and will continue to
hear a lot of discussion in this budget
debate about the deficit. It needs to be
addressed. We cannot ignore it. In
order to do the right thing regarding
the deficit, we have to understand why
it is there. Why do we have a deficit?

I just talked about spending growth.
Growth in spending, expansion of the
size and scope of the Federal Govern-
ment, that alone is responsible for 25
percent of the deficit we have projected
for the coming fiscal year and over the
coming 10 years.

We had surpluses after a long period
of expansion that began in the early
1980s, with a sharp brief interruption in
1991. Revenues increased year after
year. We had record revenue growth be-
cause we had strong economic growth.
That enabled us to balance the budget.
Coupled with control of growth in
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spending, we were able to balance the
budget. Some say the surpluses then
just provided incentives to ramp up the
spending level again. As we have seen
over the last 5 or 6 years, the growth in
discretionary spending has been at
near historic levels.

At the same time, we had unprece-
dented defense and homeland security
needs that had to be dealt with in the
wake of September 11. With the recent
economic downturn, we have seen un-
employment costs increase once again.
So new spending has been responsible
for about 25 percent of the deficit. An
even larger portion, almost half of the
deficit, has been caused by the slow-
down in the economy and the drop in
revenues. This is unfortunate, but we
all understand we are in slow economic
times.

The result has not been created by
tax cuts. Despite the rhetoric, the Tax
Relief Act signed into law in 2001 was
responsible for less than 25 percent of
the deficit we will see in the coming
year. It was the slowdown in the econ-
omy, cutting Federal revenues by over
$150 billion over the last year, that re-
sulted in 50 percent of the deficit we
see today. That is why it is important
we include in this resolution an allow-
ance for an economic growth package.
The economy has slowed down.

We need to understand why it slowed
down. It is not because of inflation. It
has not been because of a slowdown in
consumer spending. American con-
sumer spending has been surprisingly
robust over the last 18 months. It has
not been a credit squeeze like we had in
1991. This economic slowdown has been
driven by and led by a slowdown in
business investment. Businesses are re-
luctant to go out and spend additional
capital on improvements to plants and
equipment, on improvements of pro-
ductivity and expansion of their facili-
ties. We know of the slowdown in tech-
nology investment. That has led this
slowdown in the economy.

If we want to do something about it—
and I think we all care about the eco-
nomic growth in this country—if we
want to do something, we have to ad-
dress the reason for the slowdown, to
address the sharp downturn in business
investment. That is what the economic
package of the President has put for-
ward and what this budget resolution
attempts to do.

We have other options. We could do
nothing. At the end of the day, if you
watch the votes carefully, you will see
that there are a number of Members of
this body who would just as soon do
nothing. They do not support an eco-
nomic growth package. They will argue
they do not want to increase the def-
icit. That means do nothing, do not
spend any additional money, do not put
together an economic growth package.
I do not think with the economy as
slow as it is, the American people want
us to say we are going to do nothing to
try to get job creation back on track.

We could spend more money and
there will be a series of amendments to
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this budget resolution to do just that.
Some will be offered by those who
decry the short-term deficit, or the def-
icit that we have had over the last
year. But they will offer amendments
to spend more money and ultimately
increase the deficit. The idea that we
could spend ourselves out of a recession
is ridiculous. It is absurd on its face.

We have extended unemployment in-
surance. That was the right thing to do
and it is an important thing to do. But
in and of itself, spending more on un-
employment insurance will not rekin-
dle economic growth. We need to recog-
nize that in order to create incentives
for entrepreneurs and risk takers to
spur job creation, we need to look at
the Tax Code. That is where the growth
package comes forward.

Is it a big package? Relatively speak-
ing, not at all. It represents less than
2.5 percent of our Nation’s revenue col-
lections over the next 10 years. But it
is focused on making the Tax Code
more fair: by getting rid of the double
taxation on dividends; by giving small
businesses incentives to invest in
plants, equipment and the modest in-
creases I spoke of; and by tripling the
amount small businesses could expense
over time. It tries to deal with the eco-
nomic slowdown by recognizing the
first principles of why the economy has
slowed down in the first place.

This budget sets forward a realistic,
reasonable and common-sense limit on
Federal spending. It sets priorities
even within those areas for veterans
health care, special education, science
and technology, homeland security,
and our national defense. It allows us
to modernize Medicare and add an im-
portant prescription drug benefit. It
also sets forward principles for an eco-
nomic growth package we all know is
needed in America.

It is a strong resolution. With all due
respect to the chairman of the Budget
Committee, it is probably not a perfect
resolution. I served for 6 years on the
Budget Committee in the House, and I
am the first to admit there is no such
thing. But it is a strong set of prior-
ities for America. It reflects common
sense when you look at the economic
realities, the budget realities and the
national security realities we have.

America was built on a foundation
that rests on individual liberty. From
that very first principle comes our
country’s commitment to property
rights, to free markets, and to open
trade. As we conclude this debate on
the budget in the coming days, I hope
our budget resolution will reflect the
importance of these ideas; that it will
include provisions necessary to
strengthen our economy, but that it
will balance the needs of our Govern-
ment with the rights of individuals.
These are not just fanciful ideas, but
are bedrock principles that enabled
America to build the strongest econ-
omy the world has ever known. They
make us strong today and will keep us
strong tomorrow.

Although I am just beginning my
service in the Senate, I hope it will be
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marked by a consistent and enduring
commitment to these ideas. I can think
of no better way to serve my State and
my country.

I yield the floor.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss America’s national se-
curity and the need for American inde-
pendence from Middle Eastern oil.

America’s chronic dependence on for-
eign oil is a critical national security
issue. It not only affects citizens and
businesses nationwide, but also has a
direct impact on our Nation’s ability
to fight and win wars. As we prepare to
engage in military operations in Iraq,
it is important to understand that our
forces are highly dependent on foreign
oil, much of which comes directly from
Iraq. In other words, we are dependent
on oil from Iraq to fight a war against
Iraaq.

During the 1970s energy crisis, Amer-
ica was 36 percent dependent on foreign
oil. Today we are 56 percent dependent,
and by 2010, we are headed for well
more than 60 percent. For the military,
it now takes eight times as much oil to
meet the needs of each U.S. soldier as
it did during World War II. The Depart-
ment of Defense today accounts for
nearly 80 percent of all U.S. govern-
ment energy use. During the 1991 Per-
sian Gulf war, our 582,000 soldiers con-
sumed 450,000 barrels of petroleum
products—four times the daily amount
used by the 2 million Allied soldiers
that liberated Europe from the Nazis in
World War II. Since World War I, the
outcome of every war has been influ-
enced by the control of the energy. We
are talking about a serious national se-
curity issue.

As a result of military operations in
Iraq, we must prepare ourselves for the
possibility of disruptions in the flow of
oil from the Middle East. Iraq has been
the fastest growing source for United
States o0il imports. Shockingly, in the
year 2000, $5 billion of American money
went to Iraq to buy oil. After Sep-
tember 11, when asked how U.S. de-
pendency on foreign oil relates to our
national security, Deputy Secretary of
Defense Paul Wolfowitz said that U.S.
dependency on foreign oil ‘‘is a serious
strategic issue. . .. My sense is that
[our] dependency is projected to grow,
not to decline. . . . it’s not only that
we would, in a sense, be dependent on
Iraqi oil, but the oil as a weapon. The
possibility of taking that oil off the
market and doing enormous economic
damage with it is a serious problem.”’

It is critical that we develop our own
resources and establish our energy
independence. Energy Secretary Spen-
cer Abraham has reviewed our national
energy policy. He has warned that un-
less we act now, we will threaten our
national security, damage our eco-
nomic prosperity, and harm our qual-
ity of life. Likewise, in both 1995 and
1999, the Secretary of Commerce ac-
knowledged, pursuant to a law direct-
ing his assessment, that our oil deficit
poses a threat to national security.
This threat has been acknowledged by
both sides of the aisle.
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According to Secretary Abraham,
consumption of energy has risen sharp-
ly yet production continues to decline.
In a report released by the Energy In-
formation Administration, the Depart-
ment of Energy estimates that oil and
gas reserves totaling 1,166 trillion cubic
feet are recoverable in the lower 48
states and Alaska. The oil we could re-
cover from three square miles of Alas-
ka alone would allow our Nation to re-
place the oil we buy from Saudi Arabia
for 30 years.

The time to act is now—not for some
immediate quick fix, but for the long-
term security of America in the years
and decades ahead. Our lack of an ade-
quate long-term national energy policy
is not a partisan matter. It is a su-
preme national challenge that cannot
be continually ignored without posing
an increasing danger to our security
and our way of life. Sadly, our Nation
has failed for three decades to address
this issue properly.

The tired refrain that ANWR ‘‘will
destroy the environment’ is so out of
date and out of touch with reality
when we have the technology and the
know-how to affirmatively protect the
environment while meeting an impor-
tant long-term national security chal-
lenge. Additionally, I wish it were re-
quired for everyone who is going to be
voting on ANWR to take a trip up to
the North Slope of Alaska to see what
we are really talking about. It is not a
pristine wilderness. We are only talk-
ing about a very small, a minuscule
part of that area up there, and we are
talking about an environment where
the Eskimos, the local people, are beg-
ging us to come in and open it up.

They have estimated that between 5.7
billion and 16 billion barrels of recover-
able oil will be found in ANWR’s Coast-
al Plain—up to 16 billion. That equates
to over $300 billion worth of American
oil. The American people want our
country to comprehensively rebuild
our military, our defenses and our fu-
ture security on all fronts. This was
true before September 11. It is only
more true today. It is time for the Sen-
ate to vote, for the Congress to act,
and for America to move forward to-
wards true and lasting energy inde-
pendence.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise
in strong support of the amendment in-
troduced by Senator BOXER, which
would strike the provisions contained
in the pending Budget Resolution that
would allow for the commencement of
oil exploration and drilling in the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge, ANWR. 1
am deeply concerned about the irrep-
arable damage these actions would
have on this unique and beautiful wil-
derness.

A mere 6 days ago, the Senate unani-
mously passed a resolution commemo-
rating the Centennial Anniversary of
the Wildlife Refuge System, estab-
lished by President Theodore Roosevelt
in 1903 with the designation of the Peli-
can Island Reservation on the eastern
coast of Florida. According to last
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week’s resolution, which I cosponsored,
the Senate ‘‘reaffirms its commitment
to continued support for the National
Wildlife Refuge System, and the con-
servation of our Nation’s rich natural
heritage.” The language contained in
the pending Budget Resolution, which
would lead to the disturbance of one of
the largest and most pristine compo-
nents of the Wildlife Refuge System,
not only falls far short of this reaffir-
mation, but explicitly breaks the com-
mitment laid out by President Roo-
sevelt a century ago.

The principal mission of the Wildlife
Refuge System, in President Roo-
sevelt’s own words, is ‘‘keeping for our
children’s children as a priceless herit-
age, all of the delicate beauty of the
lesser and burly majesty of the mighti-
er forms of wildlife. . . .” Moreover,
Roosevelt declared that this mission is
founded on the basic principle that
“wild beasts and birds are by right not
the property merely of the people who
are alive today, but the property of un-
born generations, whose belongings we
have no right to squander.” The envi-
ronmental damage we have seen
throughout the country over the past
100 years has strengthened and re-
affirmed President Roosevelt’s wise
foresight in preserving certain areas of
beauty and natural significance for
present and future generations.

Proponents of drilling in ANWR have
claimed that oil exploration activities
on the Refuge’s fragile coastal plain
will result in virtually undetectable
environmental impact. However, an ex-
tensive, congressionally mandated re-
port released earlier this month by the
National Research Council of the Na-
tional Academies of Science and Engi-
neering makes clear that drilling in
ANWR will result in significant dam-
age to the region. According to the re-
port, which examined the cumulative
effects of oil and gas exploration and
production on Alaska’s North Slope
over the past three decades, ‘‘[r]oads,
pads, pipelines, seismic-vehicle tracks,
and transmission lines; air, ground,
and vessel traffic; drilling activities;
landfills, housing, processing facilities,
and other industrial infrastructure
have compromised wild-land and scenic
values over large areas. .. .” More-
over, ‘‘climate changes during the past
several decades on the North Slope
have been unusually rapid,” and ‘‘noise
from exploratory drilling and marine
seismic exploration’” have disrupted
migratory patterns and severely im-
peded reproductive rates of bowhead
whales, caribou, native birds, and other
species.

In addition to the major environ-
mental impact that would likely affect
ANWR should it be opened for oil and
gas exploration, the resulting energy
supply would do little to address our
growing energy needs. Indeed, ANWR
represents only five percent of Alaska’s
North Slope the remaining ninety-five
percent of the North Slope is currently
open to oil and gas exploration and
production. According to a 1998 U.S.
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Geological Survey study, the total
amount of oil that could be harvested
from ANWR would roughly equal the
amount of oil consumed by Americans
in a 6-month period. Finally, this rel-
atively small supply of oil would do
even less to address our immediate en-
ergy needs. A 2001 report published by
the Congressional Research Service has
estimated that American consumers
would not begin to benefit from oil re-
covered from ANWR for at least 10
years.

If we truly want to address the chal-
lenge of our country’s overwhelming
dependence on foreign oil, causing ir-
reparable damage to an area of exquis-
ite beauty in exchange for a small sup-
ply of oil and gas is not the manner in
which we should proceed. It is my
strongly-held belief that we must ag-
gressively pursue sources of renewable
energy, as well as turn our focus away
from increased production, and toward
greater conservation.

Mr. President, attempts to open
ANWR to oil and gas exploration are
reckless and shortsighted. I urge my
colleagues to honor President Theodore
Roosevelt’s vision by joining me in
supporting Senator BOXER’s amend-
ment to preserve the integrity and
beauty of ANWR.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate soon will have the opportunity to
support an amendment to remove the
proposal to increase oil and gas explo-
ration in the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge from the budget reconciliation
bill. By tucking away this proposal
into the energy section of the rec-
onciliation bill, proponents of this pro-
vision would smother the open debate
the American public deserves on such a
significant and contentious national
issue.

Just last Friday, on March 14, we
celebrated the 100th anniversary of the
creation of the Nation’s first Federal
bird reserve on Pelican Island, the
predecessor of today’s refuge system.
Today we are debating whether to
allow further drilling in the fragile arc-
tic environment, for reasons that do
not add up to justify such a step.

Consider how far we have come since
President Theodore Roosevelt had the
vision to set aside the 5-acre Pelican
Island—a small thicket of mangroves
off the east coast of Florida—to a sys-
tem that today totals more than 95
million acres consisting of 540 national
wildlife refuges, thousands of small
wetlands, and other special manage-
ment areas. The National Wildlife Ref-
uge System hosts 35,000,000 visitors an-
nually, with the help of 30,000 volun-
teers. It is home to wildlife of almost
every variety in every State of the
Union, and some part or parts of the
system are within an hour’s drive of al-
most every major city. It would be un-
wise to sanction the degradation of one
of the crown jewels of our refuge sys-
tem—the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge.

The administration argues that al-
lowing an increase in drilling in the

March 19, 2003

Arctic National Wildlife Refuge would
be an integral part of alleviating the
Nation’s dependence on foreign oil. In
reality, drilling in the Arctic Refuge
would only provide the equivalent of
what the United States consumes in 6
months. Nor would this provision
amount to any increase in oil produc-
tion for at least a decade, or truly en-
hance our energy security, or lower
prices for consumers, or create a sig-
nificant number of new long-term jobs.

Furthermore, 95 percent of the poten-
tial oil reserves of Alaska’s North
Slope are already designated for poten-
tial leasing or open to exploration and
drilling. The last 5 percent—the Coast-
al Plain of the Arctic Refuge—is the
only wild stretch of the coast of Alas-
ka’s North Slope that remains off lim-
its.

What are the tradeoffs? According to
a recent National Academy of
Sciences, NAS, report issued just last
month, the impacts of current activity
already adversely impacted numerous
wildlife species in the Arctic Refuge.
The NAS documented displacement to
the fall migration patterns of bowhead
whales due to noise associated from
seismic exploration and cited an in-
creased number of predators which ad-
versely affects the reproduction rates
in migratory and resident birds, as well
as the migration pattern and reproduc-
tion rates of one of the greatest car-
ibou herds in North America. The NAS
study concluded that expanding oil and
gas exploration into the surrounding
refuge lands would result in further
degradation of soils, vegetation, and
aquatic systems in this fragile environ-
ment.

Protecting this refuge is our obliga-
tion as stewards of this land. As Presi-
dent Theodore Roosevelt, the creator
of the refuge system, said: ‘‘wild beasts
and birds are by right not the property
merely of the people who are alive
today, but the property of unknown
generations, whose belongings we have
no right to squander.” Sanctioning
these incursions not only would dam-
age the environment today, but it
would take away those tangible and in-
herent values the refuge will provide to
future generations—our children and
grandchildren.

Last Thursday, March 13, the Senate
unanimously approved a resolution
marking the Centennial Anniversary of
the National Wildlife Refuge System.
This week, we have the opportunity to
follow that symbolism with a more
tangible step in defense of our refuge
system, by voting to remove the rider
on ANWR oil and gas exploration from
the budget reconciliation bill.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise
today to support the Boxer-Chafee
amendment that has my cosponsorship
along with 14 other colleagues. The
amendment strikes the reconciliation
instructions to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources that would
open up the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge to o0il and gas exploration and
drilling.
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The issue as to whether to open up a
pristine and vital habitat refuge for a
finite amount of oil is a fundamental
policy question that should not have
been injected into the budget process,
thereby bypassing the Senate com-
mittee process. Including the drilling
receipts and reconciliation instruc-
tions in the budget is a major policy
initiative with serious environmental
ramifications.

The budget process, with its strict
rules for limited debate, is not condu-
cive to adequate consideration of this
issue. In fact, opening up the Arctic
Refuge proved to be extremely con-
troversial in the 107th Congress and
was debated at length during the Sen-
ate’s consideration of its omnibus en-
ergy bill. On April 18, 2002, by a vote of
54 to 46, the Senate defeated a proce-
dural motion to invoke cloture to shut
off the debate.

Revenues from oil leases in the Arc-
tic Refuge have been estimated to be
$1.2 billion over 10 years. I believe that
the budgetary effects of oil leases in
the Refuge are incidental compared
with the weight of its policy impact.
The tradeoffs just don’t balance out
when considering drilling for a finite
supply of oil in the biological heart of
Alaska’s coastal plain.

Drilling in the Refuge is not the solu-
tion to our Nation’s current energy
problems, and for years the issue has
distracted us from the real answers to
energy needs. Unfortunately, over the
past several years, rather than being
serious about offsetting the nation’s
increasing thirst for oil by increasing
the use of alternate and renewable en-
ergy sources, we are now more depend-
ent than ever on these foreign oil
sources. If we are to be serious about
addressing our energy needs, we should
be advancing energy efficiency, energy
conservation and clean, renewable
sources of power so that we can reduce
our need for fossil fuels, which is main-
ly responsible for air pollution and
greenhouse gases impacting climate
change.

As the storm clouds gather today in
the Middle East, we should be putting
our energies into becoming more fuel
efficient, for instance, by increasing
corporate average fuel economy, or
CAFE, standards, to close the SUV
loophole that currently allows the in-
creasingly popular sport utility vehi-
cles to get only 20.7 miles per gallon
while passenger cars must meet a 27.5
mpg standard. Increasing the SUV
standard to that of passenger cars
would help to eliminate the need to im-
port oil from the most volatile area of
the globe.

In addition, based on the estimate
provided by the Department of Ener-
gy’s HEnergy Information Administra-
tion, it would realistically take seven
to 12 years from approval to first pro-
duction of oil, meaning that not a sin-
gle drop of oil would be available to go
to market for 7 to 12 years. In contrast,
Paul Portney, Chairman of the Na-
tional Academies’ 2001 Report on CAFE
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standards, stated at the Joint Com-
merce and Energy Committees’ hearing
that year that ‘. . . increases to fuel ef-
ficiency could be made in a few years.”

The fact is that, sooner or later, any
oil found in ANWR will run out—while
increasing CAFE standards will con-
tinue to decrease oil usage. It is esti-
mated that one million barrels of oil
per day would be saved by the Fein-
stein-Snowe bill that closes the SUV
loophole. Improving the gasoline mile-
age of the Nation’s new vehicles by just
three miles per gallon could take less
time and could be expected to save
more oil than would ultimately be re-
covered over the lifetime of the finite
oil resources in ANWR. The United
States Geological Service estimates a
95 percent probability of 4.2 billion bar-
rels of recoverable oil, and a five per-
cent probability of 11.8 billion barrels
of recoverable oil.

Interestingly, CAFE increases would
keep more greenhouse gases, specifi-
cally carbon dioxide—the major cause
of climate change—from going into the
atmosphere because less gasoline would
be used and therefore there would be
less vehicle emissions of CO2. In con-
trast, the process of getting oil out of
ANWR will add more greenhouse gases
and air pollution because of the oil
drilling facilities and processes re-
quired for extraction.

Drilling in the Arctic Refuge poses
environmental risks by impacting sen-
sitive wildlife habitats. The Refuge is
the summer home for thousands of mi-
gratory birds; year-round home to
muskoxen, fox, wolf and wolverine; and
its lagoons support eight species of ma-
rine mammals, 62 species of coastal
fish, and seven species of freshwater
fish. Of note, the Refuge is the calving
ground of the Porcupine caribou herd.
Much has been said on the Senate floor
about the Central Arctic caribou herds
in the North Slope drilling area that
have greatly increased since the North
Slope pipeline was installed, but these
caribou have the ability to move south,
unlike the Porcupine caribou herd
within the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge that have no place to go due to
the geological features of the narrow
strip of an island-like area in the ref-
uge between the ocean and the moun-
tains.

Again, I would like to reiterate that
including drilling receipts and rec-
onciliation instructions in the budget
is not the right way to go as it is a
major policy initiative with serious en-
vironmental ramifications that must
be debated fully in the proper forum of
committee hearings and subsequent
floor and public debates. Consider the
National Research Council’s recently
published report on the effects of drill-
ing in the North Slope of Alaska. It
stated that, even though oil companies
have greatly improved practices in the
Arctic, three decades of drilling along
Alaska’s North Slope have produced a
steady accumulation of harmful envi-
ronmental and social effects that will
probably grow as exploration expands.
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Some of the problems, the report
said, could last for centuries, both be-
cause environmental damage does not
heal easily in the area’s harsh climate
and because it is uneconomical to re-
move structures or restore damaged
areas once drilling is over. I urge my
colleagues to vote to strike the lan-
guage from the budget resolution so
that drilling in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge does not begin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask we
take 10 minutes off our side of the reso-
lution.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President I will
speak a couple of minutes about the
general budget, and then turn to the
ANWR Alaska refuge amendment that
is pending that I hope will prevail in a
vote in a few years.

I ask unanimous consent Senators
CORZINE and CLINTON be added as co-
sponsors to my ANWR amendment.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I will
talk about this budget overall because
I listened to my colleague talk about it
in a way that, frankly, is stunning be-
cause I remember when Republicans
wanted a constitutional amendment to
balance the budget. Now they are em-
bracing a budget that has deficits as
far as the eye can see. If you like defi-
cits as far as the eye can see, you will
love this budget and you should vote
for it because that is what you are get-
ting.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mrs. BOXER. I will after I am fin-
ished, as I listened to my friend talk
for quite a few moments.

If you embrace the idea that deficits
are a good thing for the country, red
ink is a good thing for this country,
you will love this budget; go ahead and
vote for it and that is fine and we will
talk about it when we go home.

If you like the idea that we should ig-
nore an enormous cost that is staring
us in the face as our beautiful men and
women are standing on the brink of
war, if you think this budget should ig-
nore those costs, then you should vote
for this budget because this is an Alice-
in-Wonderland-type of budget.

The whole country is focused on what
is about to happen—but not in this
budget. I have seen comments made by
friends of mine from the other body on
the other side of the aisle that said
hurry up and get this through before
we have to deal with the costs of the
war.

When I hear Senator FRIST say let’s
push this through fast, that, in my
opinion, ties the knot here. The other
side wants to get this done very quick-
ly even though it has no costs for the
war. The first person who said the war
will cost between $100 billion and $200
billion was Larry Lindsey, and as we
know, he was shown the door.
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Vote for this budget if you think we
should ignore the costs of the war.
Vote for this budget if you love defi-
cits. If you like breaking promises to
our children on No Child Left Behind,
cutting afterschool programs and the
like, vote for this budget because that
is what you are doing.

The President posed for pictures with
Senator KENNEDY and Congressman
MILLER—No Child Left Behind—and
then he fails to fund it.

He is going to kick 50,000 California
kids out of afterschool programs, un-
less we fix it. All through the country,
he is going to kick 500,000 to 700,000
kids out of afterschool programs, in-
cluding kids in New Hampshire and all
over our great Nation.

Our kids deserve more than that. If
you like the fact that No Child Left Be-
hind is not funded fully, vote for the
budget. If you want to cut environ-
mental enforcement, vote for the budg-
et. If you want to fund the highways
and transit at a lower level than what
we need, vote for the budget.

Especially vote for the budget if you
want to give tax breaks to people who
earn more than $1 million a year be-
cause they will get back $87,000 a year.
Definitely vote for this budget if your
heart bleeds for those folks who make
more than $1 million a year because
that is the centerpiece of this budget.

I hope we can change it. We are going
to try to change it. We have a few
brave souls on the other side of the
aisle who agree with us. I don’t know
how it will turn out. But when I hear
people talk about why our country is
in so much economic trouble, it started
2 years ago. We lost 2 million jobs be-
cause we abandoned fiscal responsi-
bility, we abandoned investment in job-
producing investments, we abandoned
the principles that led us to the great-
est economic recovery in generations.
But if you don’t want to go back to
those good days and stick with these
bad days, vote for this budget.

On my time that is remaining, I want
to say how excited I am that we actu-
ally may pass the Alaska wildlife
amendment.

What we have here on this chart is a
very simple visual of what we will save
from various scenarios on imported oil.
I had, yesterday, the percentages.

We see that while ANWR would re-
duce our reliance on imported oil by 2
percent, if we just did better tires on
our cars, which would lead to better
fuel economy, we could save 4.3 percent
of imported oil. If we closed the SUV
loophole and just had the SUVs get the
same mileage as cars, we would save 16
percent on the amount of oil we have
to import. If we increased our fuel
economy by 13—to 35 miles per gallon—
which the automobile people say is ab-
solutely possible; we would reduce our
dependence on foreign oil by 43 percent.

The alternative is this reduction of
dependence on foreign oil by 2 percent.
By the way, this wouldn’t happen for 8
or 10 years. For everybody who says it
is going to happen sooner, that is not
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what the proof is. The science tells us
it will take 8 to 10 years to get it up
and running.

This is the alternative, drilling in
this God-given area.

I will give the remainder of my time
to Senator CONRAD. We are talking
about a place that looks like this. Yes,
in the winter it is icy. Yes, in the win-
ter there is not much—it doesn’t look
as beautiful as this, but I don’t look as
good as I looked when I was young, so
that happens sometimes. But the bot-
tom line is, it is a beautiful place.

Here are some other beautiful pic-
tures. We will show you some of the
wildlife that we have, this beautiful
bird which is the whimbrel—quite
beautiful. It is my chart bird, I call it.
That is a beautiful example of what we
are trying to save.

I will yield the remainder of my time
on the resolution to Senator CONRAD
and hope my colleagues on both sides
will support the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I am
wondering, I ask my colleague and
friend from California who showed
those pictures of a beautiful area adja-
cent to the Brookes Range—I have
been there—I wonder, Has the Senator
from California visited the 1002 area,
the ANWR area?

Mrs. BOXER. I have been to Alaska
and I am going back. I haven’t been to
the 1002 area, but my chief environ-
mental legislative aide took my place
on a trip that, unfortunately, I had to
cancel 6 months ago, and just said it
was absolutely exquisite.

As my friend knows, we have hun-
dreds of wildlife refuges. I have been to
a few. I haven’t been to them all. But
this is God’s gift and whether—

Mr. NICKLES. The answer to the
question is you have not been there?

Mrs. BOXER. Yes, I stated that clear-
ly in the debate. The last time I was
asked this question, people said these
photos were——

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor.

Mr. NICKLES. I would like to make a
couple of comments. I am going to
speak about ANWR momentarily. My
friend and colleague from New Mexico,
who happens to be chairman of the En-
ergy Committee, wants to speak. But
many of us have been to ANWR. The
picture the Senator from California
shows, the beautiful part, is of Alaska
adjacent to the Brookes Range. It is
gorgeous. That is not where we are
drilling, or proposing to drill.

I will say, there are a couple of peo-
ple who have been there more than the
Senator from OKklahoma and that
would be Senator MURKOWSKI and Sen-
ator STEVENS. They have been there
many times. They know what the 1002
area is. They know the area we are
talking about drilling. It is not the
beautiful pictures we see that some
people are advertising. People are not
proposing to drill in those areas.
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The area they are proposing to drill
on is not nearly as pretty. It is very
barren. It looks somewhat like a frozen
moonscape area, or frozen Saharan
desert, or something like that.

My point is, I see the picture of the
caribou. I have seen them. I have been
to Prudhoe Bay as well. I have seen a
lot of caribou. The caribou happen to
like the Prudhoe Bay area and the
Alaska oil pipeline. There are a lot of
caribou in that area.

I think there is a tradition in the
Senate that is being violated and that
is that we respect home State Sen-
ators, when we are talking about parks
or refuges in their States. We usually
assume they know best.

I heard Senator MURKOWSKI give an
outstanding speech last night that
talked about her State and talked
about how important this is to her
State and our country.

I heard Senator STEVENS, with whom
I have had the pleasure of working
with for the last 23 years and for whom
I have great respect, and he knows this
better than anybody. He used to be So-
licitor at the Department of the Inte-
rior. He goes way back on this issue. He
knows more about Alaska than the rest
of the Senate combined.

To ignore his comments, or those of
the Senator, Ms. MURKOWSKI—or Gov-
ernor Murkowski—on this issue I think
is a serious mistake, especially if peo-
ple haven’t been there. I encourage my
colleagues, if they have questions
about this area, to go visit it. I think
it would be very educational. I think it
would be very helpful, especially if we
are going to try to dictate exploration
in an area smaller than a couple of
thousand acres, smaller than Dulles
Airport. If we are going to try to man-
date they cannot forever drill in those
areas, I think we ought to at least go
there and visit the area and know, real-
ly, what it looks like. If we have not
been, I think we ought to defer to the
home State Senators for their exper-
tise and advice.

I yield to the chairman of the Energy
Committee, Senator DOMENICI, such
time as he desires on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from New
Mexico yield just for a question?

Mr. DOMENICI. Which Senator is
going to ask a question?

Mr. REID. The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course.

Mr. REID. Last night the Senator
from New Mexico said he wanted to
speak for approximately an hour? How
long, just so we can get people ready
here.

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator knows I
don’t have a notebook full here. I want-
ed to make sure. One thing I learned,
as a Senator, from Senator BYRD is if
you want to make a speech, don’t agree
to the shortest amount of time be-
cause, sure enough, you never get what
you wanted to say said. I said an hour.
I probably will use an hour.

Mr. REID. Thank you very much.
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Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the distin-
guished minority floor leader.

Mr. President, fellow Senators, and
more importantly, fellow Americans
who might be watching, I am going to
have one of my aides turn this chart
for a moment. You are going to be able
to read the print very easily. It says:

If ANWR was the size of this chart, the
total footprint of any development there
would be smaller than the box below.

You see the people running the tele-
vision here in the Senate have to be
very careful because if they are not,
you will not even see it. ANWR is as
big as this chart. We have done it to
scale, all of that blue.

Now, regardless of what is said about
what you are going to do to ANWR, let
me submit to you that you are going to
do it on this little piece, I say to the
chairman. Look at this. Can you see it?
Maybe I can show the chairman of the
Budget Committee. Do you see that lit-
tle piece there? I don’t think you can
even see it, that little piece. That is
where ANWR is going to have a foot-
print to produce oil for America.

Can you imagine we are here arguing
about whether or not we ought to take
this tiny little piece? Here it is. Let me
show it to you again. Do you see this,
Mr. Chairman? I don’t think you can
see it from there. That is the size of
the footprint. And the whole chart is
the size of ANWR.

Now, I can guarantee you, the thou-
sands of Americans who have been
writing to their Senators and who
joined the Sierra Club to say don’t do
anything in ANWR have no under-
standing, have never been told—as a
matter of fact, have been told to the
contrary—that of this huge wilderness,
that is the amount of the footprint
which will yield oil for America’s fu-
ture.

I ask the Presiding Officer, are you
looking at this chart?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Do you need any as-
sistance to see it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I can see
it from here.

Mr. DOMENICI. You don’t have to
answer. As a matter of fact, I am very
hopeful that everybody can see it, be-
cause you saw beautiful polar bears,
you saw fantastic growth everybody is
proud of. But can anyone believe that
little, tiny footprint is going to affect
polar bears in the ANWR wilderness?
Can you believe that much property,
used to drill oil for America’s future, is
going to have an impact on America’s
economic future?

I submit, if the issue had not already
been framed, and if, as a matter of fact,
Senators had not already been con-
vinced, if they truly started right here
on the floor—let’s discuss America;
let’s discuss the amount of oil we have
to use each day; let’s discuss our fu-
ture; and now let’s take a look at
ANWR. If we had not received messages
in the mail, if we had not received re-
quests for contributions from those
who support keeping ANWR exactly
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like it is, and not letting us have any
of the resources that belong to Amer-
ica—if none of that occurred, we were
here in a closed session, all 100 Sen-
ators, and those who wanted to say ‘‘no
drilling”’ got a day, and I got an hour,
they could talk all they wanted, and I
would put this chart up and say, ‘‘Are
you Kkidding? You don’t even want
America to take a look at that?”’

Now, having said that, it has been
said on a number of occasions on the
floor there isn’t enough oil in ANWR to
amount to anything. A few years ago,
when I was sitting around and heard
somebody say, ‘‘America doesn’t need
this 0il,” I said to myself, ‘“Who are we
kidding? How arrogant about our fu-
ture are we? We don’t need the oil that
could be produced from Alaska because
it isn’t very much 0il?”’

Well, I started, over the weekend,
asking, How much oil is it? How much
oil is it in a way that maybe Ameri-
cans would understand? And I decided
we could take a little trip. We could
take a trip through America and look
at where we are producing oil today,
and as we came upon a State that was
producing oil, we would decide whether
we needed that oil. After all, we are so
strong and so arrogant about our eco-
nomic future that there is a lot of oil
America might have we must not need.

Guess what happened. The very first
State I came upon was Texas. Texas.
As I rode across America and stopped
in various States, I stopped in Texas.
And what did I find? I went to their De-
partment of Minerals and Resources,
and I looked, and I said: Could you help
me? I am trying to find out where oil is
produced in America and whether we
need it or not. And what in the world
did I find? ANWR has more oil than
Texas. So I surmise we do not need the
oil from Texas either. I surmise Texas
o0il does not amount to that much, be-
cause, after all, for comparison pur-
poses, the total reserves in the State of
Texas are 5.2 billion barrels. That is
data for the year 2000. Let’s repeat
that. The reserves in the State of
Texas for the year 2000 are 5.2 billion
barrels.

According to the Energy Information
Administration, upon which we as pol-
icymakers are basing our decisions,
ANWR’s 0il reserves would range from
a low—a low—of 5.7 billion barrels to a
high of 16 billion barrels.

Let’s repeat it. The reserves in the
State of Texas, because that is where I
started that sojourn—I would have
ended up, had I not found that out in
Texas—we did not have to go any fur-
ther—I would have gone over to New
Mexico and found their reserves, and
then I would have gone to OKklahoma.
But just stopping at Texas, you find
the reserves in the State of Texas are
estimated to be 5.2 billion barrels. And
according to the experts advising the
policymakers, the present Congress,
and people of America, the reserves for
ANWR—from that little, tiny dot—are
5.7 billion barrels for the low estimate,
and 16 billion barrels for the high esti-
mate.
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I see the distinguished Senator from
Alaska in the Chamber. That means, 1
say to the Senator, if I read it right,
that the reserves in your State, just in
ANWR, if one uses the most conserv-
ative estimates, are equivalent to or
more than the State of Texas. And if
you use just a middle point, a 50-per-
cent expectancy in terms of reserve es-
timates, I imagine if you do that, the
yield is twice the State of Texas. Twice
the State of Texas. If you like this Sen-
ator’s estimate, it will be twice the
State of Texas, it will not be the 5.2
billion barrels because that is the low-
est estimate.

Now, I would like, once and for all,
whatever has been said in this Senate—
with the charts up there about us not
needing this, that it is only a speck of
the world’s production of oil—I would
like to submit, we need the production
from the State of Texas, and we need
an equivalent to the production from
the State of Texas which would come
from ANWR. America, as rich as we
are, as powerful as we are, as willing as
we are to say, ‘“We just don’t need this.
We will buy it from the world. We just
don’t need American oil. We don’t even
need as much as Texas produces’—
right—‘‘Just forget about it; we will
buy it’—we will buy it, all right. And
then, as war looms, the case for Arctic
oil gets better and better and better.

As we look at America’s future, we
hear people get on the floor and say:
Don’t worry about producing more oil;
we will just conserve more. Well, we
will have an Energy bill here on the
floor about when we come back from
the April recess. I welcome Senators to
come to the floor and tell us how in the
world in the future we are not going to
have to continue to import huge quan-
tities of oil.

Now, somebody can get up and say:
We only want half the automobiles we
are driving today 4 years from now and
5 years from now. That is ridiculous.
Or: We are going to use hydrogen cars.
Of course, we are going to use a few of
them each year, and in 20 years we are
going to use a bunch of them. What do
we do in the meantime?

They will say: Let’s use electric cars.
We will use them, but how many? Ev-
erybody understands the oil consump-
tion is not going to come down dra-
matically during the next decade to 20
years. And what are we going to be
doing? We are going to be depending
upon the world for that period of time,
and well beyond that, to buy it from
the world.

It seems to me that a secondary
issue—maybe a primary issue—we are
debating in the Senate is jobs for
Americans. I regret to tell you that for
those who oppose that little tiny piece
of this budget resolution called ANWR,
they are opposing the biggest job pro-
ducer this whole bill has in mind. I am
more certain that if ANWR is per-
mitted to be developed, when the time
comes that it is producing, it will
produce more jobs for America than
this bill with all its tax provisions and
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at the same time will produce oil for
Americans. This is the estimate given
by the experts of the American jobs,
high-paying jobs. We are not even in-
cluding in this the fact that American
companies will own it. Americans will
be part of the rig operators. Americans
will be producing the pipelines.

Here is the estimate of employment
that would flow from ANWR. You could
vote against all the tax relief if ANWR
was coming on board next month. That
can’t happen because it is a few years
away. Here are the jobs: 575,000 full-
blown American jobs for American men
and women and American executives,
and they have to be high paying. For
any State that would like to look: for
Colorado, there is estimated employ-
ment of 8,000; New Jersey, 17,000; Cali-
fornia, 63,000 jobs if ANWR comes on. I
suppose in the course of things, 63,000
jobs doesn’t mean that much for a big
State such as California.

Incidentally, if I would have followed
that little trip through America to see
where the oil was produced and I would
have passed right on by Texas, and
passed right on by New Mexico, and
passed right on by Arizona and a little
pinch of Nevada, and ended up in Cali-
fornia, and gone to their mineral ex-
traction department and said, how
much oil do you produce? guess what I
would have found. I would have found
that the production in California of
crude oil for America is about equiva-
lent to what will be produced from
ANWR when it is producing oil for
Americans. Think of that.

People look at California and say:
Boy, if we didn’t have that production
from California, where would we be?
Isn’t that interesting? If we had ANWR
on board and producing and we took
our little trip through America and
ended up in Alaska and somebody
would have said to us, well, that is pro-
ducing about the same as Texas and
California, let’s just not produce it
anymore, what do you think would
happen? Do you think anybody would
vote for that? I mean, it would be such
a ridiculous proposition that we don’t
need it, even though it is about the
equivalent of California and about the
same as Texas, that clearly this issue
to this Senator reaches the point where
you can hardly understand what we are
doing on the floor of the Senate with as
close a vote as you can possibly get on
this issue.

To the two or three Senators who
still might have enough courage,
enough concern, enough freedom to say
I am going to do what is best, I submit
that they ought to vote to keep ANWR,
keep that marvelous huge wilderness
that President Eisenhower is cited as
having been instrumental in creating,
keep it, and use this tiny piece here to
produce oil for generations to come.

There is an excellent review and out-
look in the Wall Street Journal this
morning called ‘‘Drilling for Votes.”
That is probably what they assume
their editorial is doing, it is drilling for
votes. It outlines the issues before us.
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It is rather succinct. It covers what I
have just discussed, the insignificance
of the probable damage to ANWR. I
have tried to depict it in terms of jobs.
It discusses that with words. They are
wordsmiths, and they have done it in a
very exciting, excellent, and forthright
manner. They discuss jobs, which I just
did. They also discuss what the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee discussed for just a few mo-
ments as to what is the nature of this
tiny piece of geography that is part of
ANWR. It is not the beautiful parts of
this that have been shown in pictures
here on the floor. It is discussed in this
editorial in words as to what it is. It
says:

This oil would come from a tiny piece of
land that is nowhere near the ‘‘pristine’”’
mountains shown in the Sierra Club ads. Ex-
ploration would be on Alaska’s coastal plain,
a sliver of tundra that [the Secretary of the
Interior] has described aptly as ‘‘flat, white
nothingness.”

The editorial continues:

Far from pristine, it is the home of the
town of Kaktovik, with its people, cars,
boats and airplane hangars. The actual drill-
ing footprint would be about 2,000 acres, the
size of Washington’s Dulles Airport.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tirety of this editorial be printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 19, 2003]
DRILLING FOR VOTES

If war in Iraq, sky-high oil prices and a
moribund energy bill aren’t reason enough
for the Senate to finally approve drilling in
the Arctic, could someone please tell us what
is?

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is
back in the headlines, and the good news is
that Senate Republicans are very close to
passing a drilling amendment. By attaching
ANWR to the Senate budget resolution, they
need only 51 votes and can avoid the fili-
buster threats (and Presidential aspirations)
of certain opposition Senators from the
Northeast.

The arguments for Arctic drilling haven’t
changed, but it’s worth running through
them again. The biggest is the ANWR is a
new and important supply of oil. The site is
expected to produce 10.4 billion barrels, or 1.4
million barrels a day—the largest single
prospect for future oil production in the
country. To put this in perspective, the oil-
rich states of Texas and California each offer
about one million barrels a day. No, ANWR
won’t provide ‘‘energy independence,” but it
will give a cushion in the event of future oil-
supply crises.

This oil would come from a tiny piece of
land that is nowhere near the ‘‘pristine”
mountains shown in those Sierra Club ads.
Exploration would be on Alaska’s coastal
plain, a sliver of tundra that Interior Sec-
retary Gale Norton has aptly described as
‘‘flat, white nothingness.”” Far from pristine,
it is home to the town of Kaktovik, with its
people, cars, boats and airplane hangars. The
actual drilling footprint would be about 2,000
acres, the size of Washington’s Dulles Air-
port.

As for the environmental consequences,
we’d point to the recent National Academy
of Sciences report on the cumulative effects
of drilling in the nearby North Slope. Green
groups have spun the report as evidence of

March 19, 2003

eco-calamity, but anyone who reads it knows
it shows more or less the opposite.

The report, for instance, found that there
had been no major oil spills on the North
Slope through operation of oil fields, and
that small spills had had no cumulative ef-
fects. While some animals had been ‘‘af-
fected,” the committee could not list any
species that were threatened. And it con-
ceded that drilling hadn’t led to any large or
long-term declines in the much-celebrated
caribou herd.

It also noted that new technology had re-
duced damage to the tundra. Given the re-
port was measuring the effects of 25-year old
equipment, and that a Senate bill would re-
quire best-technology, we can expect even
better results. And the report acknowledged
that oil development had resulted in real im-
provements in schools, health care, housing
and other community services for Alaskan
communities.

As good as these policy arguments are, the
reality is that drilling ultimately hinges on
the environmental politics of the Senate. Re-
publicans have 48 sure votes. They need two
more, because Vice President Dick Cheney is
standing by at his secure, undisclosed loca-
tion to break a tie. Most of the focus is
therefore on a few moderates, Arkansas
Democrats Mark Pryor and Blanche Lincoln,
and Republicans Gordon Smith and Norm
Coleman.

If it’s political cover these folks are look-
ing for, they might consider the environ-
mental advantages that would accrue to
their home states with a yes vote. For start-
ers, the ANWR plan would divert $2 billion of
the $2.15 billion in federal royalties from
drilling directly to the states for land and
water conservation. A gusher of new oil in
Alaska would also reduce the incentive to
keep drilling in the lower 48, which has its
own environmental costs.

And if these ‘“‘moderates’ are truly on the
fence, they could give the Administration
the benefit of the doubt, vote to keep ANWR
in the Senate budget resolution for now and
then fly to Alaska to see the site for them-
selves. At least if they changed their mind in
the final budget later in the year, they’d
really know what they were voting against.

We know it is perhaps a forlorn hope that
Senators will vote on substance over envi-
ronmental symbolism. But why not? On the
economic and environmental merits, this
isn’t even a close call.

Mr. DOMENICI. One remaining issue
is: How do you drill for oil today, and
how did you drill for it 25 years ago or
even 30 years ago, when some of the
wells were drilled in California—maybe
hundreds of the wells were drilled in
California and hundreds, maybe thou-
sands of the wells in Texas were
drilled? Has America made any strides
in changing the way we drill for oil in
15, 20, 25 years?

I can tell you, some of the most dy-
namic, intelligent engineers in the
world have spent years finding out how
to drill holes in Mother Earth. As a
matter of fact, the expertise in drilling
did not just come over these years from
people interested in drilling for oil
wells. We have had an interest in drill-
ing for many reasons.

Would you believe that the great lab-
oratories of America—Los Alamos,
Sandia, Livermore—have had a gen-
uine, abiding piece of their research di-
rected at, how do you drill holes into
Mother Earth?

One time, they were experimenting
in one of the laboratories in drilling
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thousands of feet underground to see if
they could tap into the geothermal
heat pockets. They learned all kinds of
things about drilling. Then they had to
drill holes as part of the nuclear weap-
ons activities in the deserts of Nevada.
Millions of dollars were put into, how
do you do it so you don’t waste time, so
you don’t produce a whole bunch of en-
vironmental degradation? Couple that
with the resources of the energy com-
panies, which wasn’t soft; it was pretty
big. It was pretty hot stuff. You put it
together, and you have the most pro-
found, innovative ways to drill for oil
you could ever imagine.

Let me just suggest, if oil is about
400 yards over there and you found it—
about four football fields away—and
you don’t want to touch that ground,
you can start here, where I am stand-
ing, and you can drill over there in
what is called slant drilling. It is done
with such precision today that it can
take place for yards and yards and
yards from the actual point under the
earth where you attempt to strike the
liquid mineral, or the natural gas. That
is what will be used if you are worried
about how will you use this tiny piece,
the size of Dulles, to go into the hinter-
land without touching anything.

That is the answer. You will go in
when it is frozen, you will do your
drilling activity, and when it starts to
thaw, you get out and wait until it
freezes again, you come back and,
frankly, you won’t know anything has
happened—except that underground
you will be moving ahead full speed to
make America have more of the oil
that is ours, that we own, that we will
use for our future.

I have a little picture up here from
Science Times. It was covered in the
Times. It is called ‘“‘Hunting For Oil:
New Precision, Less Pollution.”

I am sure those who have circulated
millions and millions of letters and the
hundreds of TV ads saying we are going
to ruin ANWR—if we take a tiny piece
of that property, the size of Dulles,
which I have just shown you on the
map, and we drill, they are assuming
you are going to spoil the earth as you
do when you are producing with the
conventional drilling of wells.

This is a pictorial of the chronology
and the evolution of how you go about
drilling today.

Using the latest drilling techniques, oil
drilling sites like those in the Alpine Fields
of Alaska’s North Slope are using cutting
edge technology in the hope of reducing envi-
ronmental damage.

To reduce the damage, recent advances are
lessening the industrial impact on the frag-
ile Arctic ecosystem.

They proceed to show you an Alpine
Field, Alaska. They show you what is
happening. Let me move over here be-
cause I described it in not too good a
manner a while ago when I said the oil
was 400 yards away, four football fields.
You could drill from here.

Let’s look at this diagram. You see,
here is the platform that might be the
size of Dulles. Here is the drilling. Here
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is the oil underground. And you see,
way far away, the oil is underground,
and it is going to be drilled and come
up, and everything is going to be done
on this platform. The same here. Here
is a giant reservoir underground. It is
many yards from where you have set
out to manage and control the destiny
of the tundra. There you are with this
dramatic picture of how, just like a
curved straw, you put it underground
and maneuver it, and the ‘“‘milk shake”
is way over there, and your little child
wants the milk shake, and they sit
over here in their bedroom where they
are feeling ill, and they just gobble it
up from way down in the Kkitchen,
where you don’t even have to move the
Mix Master that made the ice cream
for them. You don’t have to take it up
to the bedroom. This describes the ac-
tual drilling that is taking place.

I told you a while ago that I was
going to give you just a shirt-sleeve ex-
ample, where four football fields over
there is where you thought the oil was.
I used an example that is way too
small. As a matter of fact, 4 miles—not
400 yards, but 4 miles—away is this oil
from this drill. It is not yards, not
football fields, but miles. How many?
Four. Now, you tell me that those who
are telling America this will damage
this tundra, damage this wilderness,
are scurrying to the American people
and telling them: Did you know you
can set a piece of that aside and 4 miles
away you can take oil out of the
ground? Pretty fantastic.

As a matter of fact, I am using 4, be-
cause my staff told me 4. They have
evidence from the science that it is 4. I
don’t see any reason it could not be
more than 4. I don’t see why it cannot
be 6. In fact, if people want to know, we
could go ask the experts how far away
it can be. It can be plenty far away.

So no hard feelings. Everybody
makes their case. I have been here a
long time. I try to make mine. But I
guarantee you, this one has me wor-
ried. If the Senate cannot say, 1, we
need oil; 2, we need American oil; 3, if
we have got American oil and we can
take it out of the ground, we ought to
properly assess the risk, we ought not
to just say no. We just established we
need it. It should be American, if pos-
sible. So, third, we ought to properly
assess the risk.

The risk is not properly assessed by
saying it is under ANWR, therefore no
oil. That is not a risk assessment. That
is an arbitrary decision—that in one
swath negates the first two propo-
sitions of significance and reality. We
need oil, and we need American oil.

It is too bad that we do hear in
America—and people are fair minded—
we should not be using so much oil. I
hear that. I am prepared to confront
that on the floor of the Senate because,
when the energy bill comes up, some
people are going to say we are not a
very good country because, after all,
we use a third of the energy of the
world. Who do we think we are? Do you
know what I say? I say we need it for
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our standard of living, but we don’t
deny it to the other people in the
world. We will help them produce more.
We will help them produce clean elec-
tricity so they can grow. But I am not
prepared to say, since we need it for
our standard of living—just because we
use a disproportionate amount—aban-
don the oil in Alaska. What does that
have to do with it? What does that
have to do with whether we are using
0il?

Mr. President, the other thing I
think Senators and the people of this
country ought to look at is, what is
0il? It is easy to say we don’t need oil,
why should we buy so much 0il? But oil
is our everyday life.

Fellow Americans, do you want to
live without cars? Sure, you do. Can
you? No, you cannot. I will repeat,
would you like to live without cars?
Most Americans would say, of course, 1
love cars, I like them. If you want to
say I wish I didn’t, I wish I didn’t have
a car, I ask you, how would you make
a living?

Equally important, where would you
live? There are two freedoms that are
not covered anywhere in the sacred
documents of our country that have
evolved, and they are about as Amer-
ican as the proverbial apple pie. They
are: The freedom to own a house any-
where one can afford it; the yearning
to have a house that is your own. We
are not going to change that until
America is no longer America. The sec-
ond freedom is to own an automobile or
two so you can go where you want
when you want.

I respect the fact that Americans
say: This is our life. But I regret to tell
my fellow Americans, without oil or if
0il becomes so ungodly high priced,
both of those freedoms will be in jeop-
ardy. There is no question, both of
those freedoms will be in jeopardy be-
cause we have built our life around
those freedoms being reasonably
priced. If we make them unreasonably
priced and create anger among the
American people, and if, in fact, part of
the reason the oil is so highly priced is
because you did not want to use your
own o0il because you did not want to
touch that little piece of property in
ANWR, I surmise people will not think
you have a very good excuse. I for one
would say you do not have any excuse
at all.

I want to recap—and I apologize to
the Senate if I have spoken too long
and if I have made any misstatements.
I do not think I have, but if I have, I
will try to correct them.

In summary, it is almost impossible
to prove that ANWR will be damaged
to any noticeable degree if we produce
the oil that is under the footprint the
U.S. Government would like to lease so
we can determine whether oil is there
and how much. It is almost impossible
to prove damage.

I am prepared, although this debate
will not go on much longer, to take
any instrument, any study, any report
anybody wants to bring to the floor to
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the contrary and debate it. If they
want to use the Academy of Sciences
study that has just reviewed the
Prudhoe area, let’s debate it. One may
find a few sentences in there that are
cautionary, but they will find tremen-
dous amounts of information saying
those who claim Prudhoe Bay has been
significantly damaging are in error,
and it produced that other part,
Prudhoe, which passed this Senate by
one vote and has produced oil for
America without which we would real-
ly be in trouble. We can debate that
issue.

This is so small in comparison to the
size of this wilderness, an area in the
wilderness for which we are very grate-
ful to whomever structures the under-
ground oil reserves that they put it in
this part of ANWR such that the drill-
ing will occur in the area as I have de-
scribed it: not mountainous and beau-
tiful and full of flowers, but level and
barren and frozen in a gigantic piece
that looks like part of New Mexico
that turned white and froze.

The next is we are not strong enough
to throw away this much of our own
patrimony. I do not know where I got
the word except it is so important to
own your own resources that in Span-
ish-speaking countries, such as Mexico,
they call the o0il of Mexico “El
patrimonio del estado de Mexico,” the
patrimony of the state. That is how
important oil is. This is our patrimony.
It belongs to us. For those who say we
should not drill in ANWR because
somebody went there and said, We just
should not touch this wilderness, to me
is absolutely ignoring the reality of
America’s future.

Every other issue I can think of—new
technology which will cause a
minimalization of environmental deg-
radation, jobs in the future, and every
other issue one can think of—is on the
side of the last two or three votes de-
ciding to get this done, not for me, but
I have nine grandchildren. I hope they
can still drive a car and own a house
wherever they would like and work
hard and give us ample time to make
the transition toward other tech-
nologies that will make our lives like
they are today rather than lock this up
for no good reason.

I close by saying the patrimony of
Americans.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask to
take 5 minutes off the resolution to re-
spond to the Senator from New Mexico.
I believe I might pause here for a unan-
imous consent request. Mr. President, 1
ask Senator NICKLES, is that correct?
Does the Senator wish that I wait
while he propounds a unanimous con-
sent request?

Mr. NICKLES. If the Senator will.

Mrs. BOXER. As long as it does not
come off my time. I would like to re-
serve the 5 minutes off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.
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Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I am
going to propound a couple unanimous
consent requests. I appreciate the co-
operation of my colleague.

It is our intention to have a vote on
the ANWR amendment at 3 o’clock
today. I know there are still some Sen-
ators, including Senator MURKOWSKI
and Senator STEVENS, who wish to
speak on the ANWR amendment, and
we will accommodate their request.
Also, Senator GRAHAM from South
Carolina has an amendment. It would
be my intention to send it to the desk
so that discussion and debate can occur
on that amendment as well. We will
not lock in a time for a vote on that
amendment, but we may vote on that
shortly after the ANWR amendment.

We are also shopping, for the infor-
mation of our colleagues, for a couple
other major amendments. It was my
intention, and it is still my intention,
to have a vote on the 350 amendment,
the size of the growth package, today.
I would think that is a major amend-
ment and will require some significant
debate. That possibly could happen
shortly after the ANWR vote or maybe
early afternoon, maybe by 4 or 5
o’clock and have some of that debate
between now and that point on the 350
amendment. That amendment is not
ready right now.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the vote in relation to the
Boxer amendment No. 272 occur at 3
o’clock today, with no amendments in
order to the language to be stricken
prior to that vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, just so ev-
eryone within the sound of my voice
understands, we tried to have the vote
earlier than 3 o’clock. The Vice Presi-
dent is going to be here for one reason,
and I think that is a powerful reason
we are going to have the vote at 3
o’clock. I have no objection to the vote
at 3 o’clock.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I may,
while the manager of the bill is on the
floor, I hope this sense of the Senate—
I am happy it is their turn to offer an
amendment, and we have no control
over what they offer. But I hope, Mr.
President, that we will not spend a lot
of time on this sense-of-the-Senate
amendment and that we can get to an-
other amendment before 3 o’clock. I
hope the manager will work with us so
we can have Senator GRAHAM debate
this amendment as long as he thinks
appropriate. We will respond, if nec-
essary. I think this will pass over-
whelmingly, with the little knowledge
I have of it, and I hope we can get to
other amendments.

I say to my friend, we are ready to
move forward on a homeland security
amendment. We are ready, as we speak,
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to move forward on an education
amendment. We hope we can get to
those amendments before too long, rec-
ognizing that my friend, the manager
of the bill, wants a vote on the best
kept secret around here, the $350 mil-
lion amendment which we will vote on
sometime.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank my friend and
colleague from Nevada. I have been
working with Senator CONRAD, and it is
a pleasure to work both with the Sen-
ator from Nevada and the Senator from
North Dakota. It is my hope and desire
to consider a lot of amendments, the
serious amendments, the big amend-
ments. I encourage people to give us
copies. I have heard there is a desire to
have a vote on the Hagel amendment. I
have seen some language, but I am not
sure which language.

That is maybe changing the Budget
Act. So we kind of need to see that in
advance. If people will give us these
amendments, on both sides, we can try
to get these in queue so we can have
adequate but not extended debate, so
we are not just burning time.

We know there is a limitation on de-
bate. In years past, we have burnt all
the time and then we have a very un-
pleasant vote-arama. I want to avoid
that. I know the Senator from North
Dakota wants to avoid that. We will
cooperate with the managers to try to
make that happen.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to set aside the pending
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside.

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President,
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California will state her in-
quiry.

Mrs. BOXER. I want to make sure I
have my 5 minutes to respond to the
hour-long speech of the Senator from
New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
unanimous consent request was grant-
ed.

par-

AMENDMENT NO. 279

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I send a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution offered
by the Senator from South Carolina to
the desk and ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from OKklahoma [Mr. NICK-
LES], for Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 279.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate

regarding the urgent need for legislation to

ensure the long term viability of the Social

Security program)

On page 79, after line 22, add the following:
SEC. 308. SOCIAL SECURITY RESTRUCTURING.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
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(1) Social Security is the foundation of re-
tirement income for most Americans;

(2) preserving and strengthening the long
term viability of Social Security is a vital
national priority and is essential for the re-
tirement security of today’s working Ameri-
cans, current and future retirees, and their
families;

(8) Social Security faces significant fiscal
and demographic pressures;

(4) the nonpartisan Office of the Chief Ac-
tuary at the Social Security Administration
reports that—

(A) the number of workers paying taxes to
support each Social Security beneficiary has
dropped from 16.5 in 1950 to 3.3 in 2002;

(B) within a generation there will be only
2 workers to support each retiree, which will
substantially increase the financial burden
on American workers;

(C) the implementation of a Social Secu-
rity ‘“‘lockbox’ would have no direct effect
on the future solvency of Social Security;

(D) without structural reform, the Social
Security system, beginning in 2018, will pay
out more in benefits than it will collect in
taxes;

(E) without structural reform, the Social
Security system, by 2042, will be insolvent
and unable to pay full benefits on time;

(F) without structural reform, Social Secu-
rity tax revenue in 2042 will only cover 73
percent of promised benefits, and will de-
crease to 65 percent by 2077;

(G) without structural reform, payroll
taxes will have to be raised 50 percent over
the next 75 years to pay full benefits on
time, resulting in payroll tax rates of 16.9
percent by 2042 and 18.9 percent by 2077;

(H) without structural reform, Social Secu-
rity’s total cash shortfall over the next 75
years 1is estimated to be more than
$25,000,000,000,000 in constant 2003 dollars;

(I) without structural reform, real rates of
return on Social Security contributions will
continue to decline dramatically for all
workers; and

(J) absent structural reform, spending on
Social Security will increase from 4.4 per-
cent of gross domestic product in 2003 to 7.0
percent in 2077; and

(56) the Congressional Budget Office, the
General Accounting Office, the Congres-
sional Research Service, the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, and the President’s
Commission to Strengthen Social Security
have all warned that failure to enact fiscally
responsible Social Security reform quickly
will result in 1 or more of the following:

(A) Higher tax rates.

(B) Lower Social Security benefit levels.

(C) Increased Federal debt.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the President and Con-
gress should work together at the earliest
opportunity to enact legislation to achieve a
solvent and permanently sustainable Social
Security system.

Mr. NICKLES. I know I gave that
amendment to my colleague from Ne-
vada, but I believe the Senator from
South Carolina wanted me to call up
the sense-of-the-Senate amendment
No. 274.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

AMENDMENT NO. 279, WITHDRAWN

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to  withdraw
amendment No. 279.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 274

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I send

amendment No. 274 to the desk.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICK-
LES], for Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 274.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
regarding the urgent need for legislation to
ensure the long term viability of the Social
Security program)

On page 79, after line 22, add the following:
SEC. 308. SOCIAL SECURITY RESTRUCTURING.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) Social Security is the foundation of re-
tirement income for most Americans;

(2) preserving and strengthening the long
term viability of Social Security is a vital
national priority and is essential for the re-
tirement security of today’s working Ameri-
cans, current and future retirees, and their
families;

(3) Social Security faces significant fiscal
and demographic pressures;

(4) the nonpartisan Office of the Chief Ac-
tuary at the Social Security Administration
reports that—

(A) the number of workers paying taxes to
support each Social Security beneficiary has
dropped from 16.5 in 1950 to 3.3 in 2002;

(B) within a generation there will be only
2 workers to support each retiree, which will
substantially increase the financial burden
on American workers;

(C) the implementation of a Social Secu-
rity ‘“‘lockbox’ would have no direct effect
on the future solvency of Social Security;

(D) without structural reform, the Social
Security system, beginning in 2018, will pay
out more in benefits than it will collect in
taxes;

(E) without structural reform, the Social
Security system, by 2042, will be insolvent
and unable to pay full benefits on time;

(F) without structural reform, Social Secu-
rity tax revenue in 2042 will only cover 73
percent of promised benefits, and will de-
crease to 65 percent by 2077;

(G) without structural reform, payroll
taxes will have to be raised 50 percent over
the next 75 years to pay full benefits on
time, resulting in payroll tax rates of 16.9
percent by 2042 and 18.9 percent by 2077;

(H) without structural reform, Social Secu-
rity’s total cash shortfall over the next 75
years 1is estimated to be more than
$25,000,000,000,000 in constant 2003 dollars;

(I) without structural reform, real rates of
return on Social Security contributions will
continue to decline dramatically for all
workers; and

(J) absent structural reforms, spending on
Social Security will increase from 4.4 per-
cent of gross domestic product in 2003 to 7.0
percent in 2077; and

(5) the Congressional Budget Office, the
General Accounting Office, the Congres-
sional Research Service, the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, and the President’s
Commission to Strengthen Social Security
have all warned that failure to enact fiscally
responsible Social Security reform quickly
will result in 1 or more of the following:

(A) Higher tax rates.

(B) Lower Social Security benefit levels.

(C) Increased Federal debt.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) the President and Congress should work
together at the earliest opportunity to enact
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legislation to achieve a solvent and perma-
nently sustainable Social Security system;
and

(2) Social Security reform—

(A) must protect current and near retirees
from any changes to Social Security bene-
fits;

(B) must preserve Social Security’s dis-
ability and survivors insurance programs;

(C) must not allow the government to in-
vest directly the Social Security trust funds
in the stock market;

(D) must not raise Social Security payroll
tax rates;

(E) must reduce the pressure on future tax-
payers and on other budgetary priorities;

(F') must provide competitive rates of re-
turn on Social Security contributions; and

(G) must prepare and strengthen the safety
net for vulnerable populations.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, for the
information of my colleagues, we will
have a vote on the ANWR resolution at
3. We will have a vote on the Graham
of South Carolina sense-of-the-Senate
amendment sometime shortly there-
after. It is my hope and desire that we
will get another amendment in queue. I
would like to see that amendment be
the $350 billion limitation on the
growth package. If not, we will work
with our colleagues to find another
substantive amendment to consider
and try to get that in as quickly as
possible.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I have 7 min-
utes following the Senator from Cali-
fornia. Is that consistent with the way
the manager of the bill has been oper-
ating the floor? If not, I will withhold.

Mr. NICKLES. If the Senator will
yield, that has been done. It is not the
best legislative procedure. I would like
to follow a better legislative procedure
and not stack. In order to manage the
floor, Senators should be recognized at
the conclusion of a speech, and if my
colleague seeks recognition, I will
yield to my colleague as soon as the
Senator from California concludes her
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

AMENDMENT NO. 272

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from New Mexico spoke with tre-
mendous conviction about why he
wants to drill in the Alaska Wildlife
Refuge. He said he had no hard feelings
for those people who felt differently,
but he said a number of things that de-
serve to be rebutted, and I am going to
do that.

I certainly believe that whether one
has an area that looks like this—and
my colleagues said this is not a photo-
graph of the area that would be drilled,
but they are completely incorrect. This
has been mapped. We have exactly
where this is on the back of the photo-
graph. It is right in the heart of the
refuge. We had this picture last year,
which then-Senator Frank Murkowski
said was not taken in the refuge area.
We had the head of Fish and Wildlife in
Alaska phone in, irate, and essentially
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say, yes, this is exactly where they
want to drill, where the caribou are
roaming.

So let’s get that right. I am not going
to stand up in front of pictures that do
not apply to make my case. That is ri-
diculous. I would not do that. That is
wrong. It is not a fair way to debate. I
want to debate on the merit.

I also have never, ever said in this de-
bate—and I spoke last night, as well as
this morning—that people on the other
side are doing this because they get
campaign contributions from oil and
gas companies and other economic in-
terests. I will not do that. I have more
respect than that. But, of course, my
colleague from New Mexico says the
only reason we are fighting for this is
that we get contributions from a few
environmental organizations. Hogwash.
I would like to line up the campaign
contributions of the environmental or-
ganizations versus the campaign con-
tributions of big oil and gas companies.

Let’s just cut it out. The Senate
should be above that. I speak from my
heart when I say there is an inconsist-
ency with setting aside this beautiful
acreage and then saying, oh, well, now
we need to drill.

I received a call this morning from
former Representative John Seiberling.
Last night, his picture was held up by
Senator STEVENS. Senator STEVENS
said there was a deal cut in 1980 to
allow oil drilling. Obviously, I was not
in that meeting. The fact is I came to
the Congress in 1982, so I missed that
by 2 years.

Representative Seiberling phoned us
this morning. He was the chairman of
the House Subcommittee on Public
Lands. He was in that picture, and he
said there was no deal to open the
Alaska Wildlife Reserve to exploration.
So I want to state that for the record,
just as last night I talked about the
letter from President Jimmy Carter
who said he is totally opposed to this
drilling, even though he, too, was re-
ferred to as being part of this so-called
deal.

I also want to show a footprint of the
New Jersey Turnpike. Now, my col-
leagues are going to say: Well, Senator
BOXER, what does that have to do with
anything? The fact is, this is the same
size footprint that the opposition is
saying would be the footprint of the oil
field that would be allowed in this ref-
uge.

I say to my friends, the way Senator
DOMENICI posed it, he had a great big
chart and a little dot. Well, what goes
on when you drill for oil is not a little
dot. That is so obvious; it is kind of
silly. If we even take the footprint that
they talk about, the 2,000 acres, that is
the footprint the size of the New Jersey
Turnpike, and I say to anyone who has
some common sense, no one would say
that what happens on the New Jersey
Turnpike does not have an impact on
the surrounding community.

I also say to my friend, because he
opposes me in a lot of areas—this is my
friend from New Mexico. I served on
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the Budget Committee for years. I have
tremendous respect for him, but we dis-
agree. I, with just as much fervor as he,
will say to my colleagues today I want
them to look at the footprint for off-
shore oil drilling off the coast of Cali-
fornia. It will look really small if the
whole coastline is taken into account,
but my people in California know it is
destructive. How do we know that? We
have seen it. We have seen what hap-
pens when oil spills. We know that no
matter what technology is promised,
accidents occur. We have certainly ex-
perienced that in Alaska given what
has happened in the past from spills,
and I put that in the RECORD before.

We know the USGS analysis says
that oil in the refuge is scattered in
many different areas. It would require
multiple fields across the Coastal
Plain, 250 miles of roads, 100 miles of
pipeline.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). The time of the Senator has
expired.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I ask
for 3 additional minutes off the resolu-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from North Dakota yield 3
minutes?

Mrs. BOXER. I would like 3 addi-
tional minutes, if I could, off the reso-
lution, or I could take it off the amend-
ment; it is immaterial.

Mr. CONRAD. We are now in a situa-
tion where we have had very extended
debate on ANWR. At some point, we
have to draw it to a close.

Mrs. BOXER. I will take the time
from the amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. That will be fine, if we
take it from the amendment.

Mrs. BOXER. That will
minute, and I will reserve that.

I say to my friend from North Da-
kota, the Senator from New Mexico
had an hour speech and I believe I need
to rebut it. We know from USGS we are
talking 250 miles of roads, 100 miles of
pipeline, airfields, gravel pits, power
lines, waste facilities, and other struc-
tures. We are talking about this, not
coming from the side of those who be-
lieve this pristine area ought to be left
alone, but from the USGS survey.

John Seiberling says no deal was cut
in 1980; Senator STEVENS sees it a dif-
ferent way. People can take away dif-
ferent meanings. But I mention that in
the RECORD. When we hear President
Carter’s name as being part of a deal,
and he writes a letter and says he does
not want to see drilling here, we ought
to set the record straight.

This is a fair debate. But it ought to
be based on the facts as the people who
were in the room saw it. Senator STE-
VENS laid out how he felt. John Seiber-
ling phoned and left his phone number.
I am sure if Senator STEVENS would
like to chat with him, that would be
fine with him.

Mr. STEVENS. Who should I call?

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to answer
on your time. May I answer on your
time?

leave 1
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Mr. STEVENS. You mentioned my
name, thank you very much.

Mrs. BOXER. I am sorry, I have 60
seconds left to rebut an hour-long ti-
rade by someone on the other side who
said the reason we are preserving the
Arctic is because we received campaign
contributions.

I print in the RECORD the facts, a let-
ter from Jimmy Carter who opposes
drilling in this area. He talks about it
very eloquently.

John Seiberling, then-chairman of
the House Subcommittee on Public
Lands and National Parks, was in the
picture that my friend from Alaska
held up last night, and has said abso-
lutely there was no deal cut to drill in
this area. It is important we set that
record straight.

I correct that. He was not in the pic-
ture, but in the meetings that led to
the picture. He was the chairman of
the House Subcommittee on Public
Lands.

Lastly, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the RECORD a copy of a
very important document put together
by the Alaska Wilderness League. In it
there are comments of the National
Research Counsel on the cumulative
environmental effects of oil and gas ac-
tivities on Alaska’s North Slope. We
keep hearing there is no problem, no
problem at all, but there are newspaper
reports that say the local people who
live up there claim there is a problem
with the caribou herds. They are going
elsewhere, away from the drilling.

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

COMMENTS ON THE NATIONAL RESEARCH COUN-
CIL REPORT ON THE CUMULATIVE ENVIRON-
MENTAL EFFECTS OF OIL AND GAS ACTIVI-
TIES ON ALASKA’S NORTH SLOPE
Overall: The report documents significant

environmental and cultural effects that have

accumulated as the result of three decades of
oil development on Alaska’s North Slope. In-
dustrial activity has transformed what once
was part of the largest intact wilderness area
in the United States into a complex of oil-
fields and their interconnecting roads and
pipelines that stretches over 1,000 square
miles. Many important effects on animals
and vegetation extend well beyond the ac-
tual ‘“‘footprint’ of development. New tech-
nologies have reduced some effects, but de-
spite this, the committee concluded that ex-
pansion into new areas is certain to exacer-
bate existing effects and generate new ones.

While no economic assessment of the envi-
ronmental costs of oil development on the
North Slope has been done, the report esti-
mates that the costs of removing facilities
and restoring habitat will run in the billions
of dollars. No money has been set aside for
this purpose by either the oil companies or
the government. Because natural recovery in
the arctic is slow, effects caused by
unrestored facilities are likely to persist for
centuries.

ANIMALS

Bowhead whale migrations have been dis-
placed by the intense noise of seismic explo-
ration offshore. Spilled oil poses a great po-
tential threat to bowhead whales due to
their specific morphological characteristics.

The reproductive success of some bird spe-
cies in the oilfields has been reduced to the



March 19, 2003

point where some oil-field populations are
likely maintained only by immigration from
more productive ‘‘source’” habitats else-
where. An important consequence of this
phenomenon is that loss of such ‘‘source”
habitats can threaten the viability of a popu-
lation even though most of the habitat occu-
pied by the species in a region remains rel-
atively intact. The location of important
source habitat for birds or other species is
not well characterized for the North Slope.
Thus, the spread of industrial development
into new areas could result in unexpected
species declines, even though total habitat
loss might be modest.

Some denning polar bears have been dis-
turbed by industrial activities. Though lim-
ited development offshore has taken place to
date, full scale industrial development off-
shore would displace polar bears and ringed
seals from their habitats, increase mortality,
and decrease their reproductive success. Pre-
dicted climate change is likely to have seri-
ous effects on polar bears and ringed seals
that will accumulate with those related to
oil development.

Caribou

Although industrial development has not
resulted in a long-term decline in the Cen-
tral Arctic Herd (the herd most affected by
current oil development), the Committee
concluded that by itself is not a sufficient
measure of whether adverse effects have oc-
curred. Female caribou exposed to oilfield
activity and infrastructure produced fewer
calves, and following years when insect har-
assment was high, that effect increased,
which may have depressed herd size. The
spread of industrial activity into other areas
that caribou use for calving and relief from
insects, especially to the east where the
coastal plain is narrower than elsewhere,
would likely result in reductions in repro-
ductive success.

The Porcupine herd, which calves in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, has the low-
est growth capacity of the four arctic herds
and the least capacity to resist natural and
human-caused stress. Higher insect activity
associated with climate warming could coun-
teract any benefits of reduced surface devel-
opment by increasing the frequency with
which caribou encounter infrastructure.

DEVELOPMENT ‘‘FOOTPRINT’’

Development has directly affected 17,000
acres spread across an area roughly the size
of the land area of Rhode Island. Of this,
9,000 acres are covered by gravel, excluding
TAPS, the Haul Road and facilities in NPRA.
The environmental effects of o0il develop-
ment are not limited to the ‘“‘footprint” (ac-
tual area covered by a structure), but occur
at distances that vary depending on the envi-
ronmental component affected, from a few
miles (animals), to much farther (visual ef-
fects and seismic effects on whales).

CLIMATE CHANGE AND NEW TECHNOLOGIES

Climate change will continue to affect the
usefulness of many oilfield technologies and
how they affect the environment. For exam-
ple, the length of the winter season when
seismic and other off road tundra travel is
permitted, and ice roads and pads are con-
structed, has been steadily decreasing since
the 1970’s. The coastline of the North Slope
is presently eroding at a rate of 8 feet per
year, the fastest rate of coastline erosion in
the United States, and this will accelerate
with climate change.

WILDERNESS

0Oil development has compromised wilder-
ness values over 1,000 square miles of the
North Slope. The potential for further loss is
at least as great as what has already oc-
curred as development expands into new
areas. Roads, pads, pipelines, seismic vehicle
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tracks, transmission lines, air, ground and
vessel traffic, drilling activities, and other
industrial activities and infrastructure have
eroded wilderness values over an area that is
far larger than the area of direct effects.
Most analyses of wilderness effects con-
ducted by the government are cursory, out of
date, or both, and none has used new tech-
niques for measuring wilderness values, or
attempted to coordinate wilderness assess-
ment or planning among different jurisdic-
tions.

ECONOMIC COSTS OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

There have been no economic valuation
studies of the effects of oil development on
the physical biological, or human environ-
ment on the North Slope. As a result, the
full cost of oil development on Alaska’s
North Slope has not been assessed, quan-
tified, or incorporated into decisions that af-
fect use of public land. Incorporation of envi-
ronmental costs into an overall economic as-
sessment of development would alter projec-
tions of economically recoverable oil and gas
on public land on the North Slope. For exam-
ple, the U.S. Geological Survey periodically
estimates the amount of recoverable oil in
various areas of federally owned land on the
North Slope. In doing so, the USGS generally
projects the amount of oil that is ‘‘economi-
cally recoverable” from these lands given a
particular price of oil and given a set of costs
associated with development and transpor-
tation. By not fully accounting for environ-
mental costs in its projections, the USGS
underestimates the cost of development,
which in turn inflates the amount of oil con-
sidered economically recoverable at a given
market price.

SPILLS

Hundreds of spills occur each year in the
oilfields, but to date they have not been
large enough or frequent enough for their ef-
fects to have accumulated. Offshore, the in-
dustry has not demonstrated the ability to
clean up more than a small fraction of oil
spilled in marine waters, especially when
broken ice is present.

AIR POLLUTION

Not enough information is available to
provide a quantitative baseline of spatial
and temporal trends in air quality over long
periods across the North Slope, and little re-
search has been done to quantify effects.
More than 70,000 tons of NOy, are emitted
each year by industrial facilities on the
North Slope, along with thousands of tons of
sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, volatile or-
ganic hydrocarbons, and millions of tons of
carbon dioxide. Even though air quality
meets national ambient air quality stand-
ards, it is not clear that those standards are
sufficient to protect arctic vegetation.

LACK OF RESTORATION

Only about 100 acres (1%) of the habitat af-
fected by gravel fill on the North Slope have
been restored. The Committee concluded
that unless major changes occur, it is un-
likely that most disturbed habitat on the
North Slope will ever be restored. Because
natural recovery in the arctic is slow, effects
of unrestored structures are likely to persist
for centuries, and will accumulate as new
structures are added.

DECISION-MAKING

Decisions about development on the North
Slope have generally been made one case at
a time, in the absence of a comprehensive
plan and regulatory strategy that identifies
the scope, intensity, direction, and con-
sequences of industrial activities judged ap-
propriate and desirable. Similarly, the mini-
mal rehabilitation of disturbed habitat has
occurred without an overall plan to identify
land-use goals, objectives to achieve them,

S3933

performance criteria, or monitoring require-
ments. Little consideration has been given
to how future trajectories of development
would be viewed by different groups, includ-
ing North Slope residents. In addition, as in-
dicated above, the full cost of oil develop-
ment on Alaska’s North Slope has not been
assessed, quantified, or incorporated into de-
cisions that affect use of public land.
WINTER OFF-ROAD SEISMIC EXPLORATION AND
ICE ROADS

The Committee estimates that more than
32,000 miles of seismic trails, receiver trails,
and camp-move trails were created between
1990 and 2001, an annual average of 2,900
miles each year. If current trends continue,
some 30,000-line miles will be surveyed on the
North Slope over the next decade. These
trails produce a serious accumulating visual
effect and can damage vegetation and cause
erosion. Data do not exist to determine the
period that the damage will persist, but
some effects are known to have lasted for
several decades. Seismic exploration is ex-
panding westward into the western arctic
and the foothills, where the hilly topography
increases the likelihood that vehicles will
damage vegetation. The use of ice roads and
pads has increased and will continue to do
s0, but little information is available on how
long effects persist.

REGILATORY ISSUES

The report did not evaluate the adequacy
of existing regulations. However in the
course of the review, a number of issues
arose. Examples include the following.

Protecting the tundra from winter off road

travel

DNR permits tundra travel for seismic
camps where there is an average of 6” of snow
and 12”7 of frozen soil, which the committee
concluded are not based on scientific evi-
dence. The only published study of seismic
disturbance in relation to snow cover sug-
gests that disturbance occurs at snow depths
of 10”-28” of snow. In addition, the use of AV-
ERAGE snowpack and frost thickness by
regulatory agencies does not take into ac-
count differences in snow cover across dif-
ferent land forms or across the slope.

Restoration

Fewer than 1% of Corps permits contain
restoration requirements, and those don’t
generally include specific standards, require-
ments for long term monitoring, or perform-
ance criteria. Only 6 of the 1,179 permits
issued by the Corps require the re-use of
gravel. The Corps does not have an estimate
of the area affected by permits it has issued.

Groundwater

Existing data on groundwater suggests
that sub-permafrost groundwater may meet
the regulatory definition of a drinking water
source more commonly than thought. No
testing of groundwater is required prior to
waste injection.

Water withdrawals

Water withdrawals from fish-bearing lakes
for purposes such as building ice roads and
pads are limited to 15% of the estimated
minimum winter water volume. The com-
mittee cited the lack of data to support this
criterion, which it terms arbitrary. For
fishless lakes, there were no restrictions on
removal of water as of late 2002; all unfrozen
water from such lakes can be drained. The
effects of such complete withdrawals have
not been evaluated.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, it is
very important everyone vote. This is a
close vote. I don’t think this should be
in a budget resolution. It is very obvi-
ous what the proponents of drilling
want to do. They want to get this into
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reconciliation so those who have deep,
strong feelings will not be able to talk
at length about it, to stop it. I hope we
stop it today.

I reserve 1 minute for closing debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, pre-
viously I yielded the Senator from
Alaska 1 hour on the amendment. Is
there any time remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
12 minutes remaining on the amend-
ment.

Mr. NICKLES. I yield to the Senator
from Alaska not only those 12 minutes
but also such time as he desires on this
resolution. I also remind him I told the
Senator from Alabama that he would
be recognized for a few minutes, as
well. I yield to the Senator from Alas-
ka such time as he desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
am delighted to be here when my friend
from California mentions my name and
someone I should call. I assume that
would be President Carter. President
Carter told the House of Representa-
tives not to send him the 1980 bill until
after the election. And he waited until
after the election, but he did sign it.

The item I read last night is from
Jimmy Carter’s own record, his own
words at the time he signed that bill. It
is true, since that time he has cam-
paigned against a provision of the bill
that he signed.

We have an amendment introduced
now by the Senator from Connecticut
to repeal that provision. But that is
the first time there has been an amend-
ment to repeal that provision, pri-
marily because the people who were
here then who made the commitment
to Alaska are all gone. It is sad we
have to wait until those people who
make commitments to a State that
leads to a decision to withdraw over 100
million acres of Alaska land, the one
decision we got was we would be able
to open up exploration and develop-
ment on the Arctic coast if we could
show there would be no irreparable
harm in that area. That was shown
with two environmental impact state-
ments.

Later I will make comments about
the impact of the provision of the Sen-
ator from California with regard to the
people of California. I spent a good pe-
riod of time in California. I was raised
there and went to school there—UCLA.
I tell the people of California when
their price of gasoline goes up, call
Senator BOXER. Call her and ask her
why she opposes 0il coming from Alas-
ka as it used to. For over 20 years we
sent oil to California from the same
area. Now she refuses to allow us to
continue to explore in the area that
her two colleagues, Senator Jackson
and Senator Tsongas, in 1980, said
would be open.

There are pretty flowers all over
Alaska in the summertime. I can show
the Senator from California a picture
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of a million acres of golden rod waving
in the breeze. It is beautiful. But I can
also show a picture again of the tun-
dra. This is what the area she had a
picture of looks like most of the time,
the tundra, solid, frozen tundra, and we
do this in the wintertime. We do not
spoil the flowers. We build ice roads
across the tundra and drill for oil and
gas. It is completed when it is still fro-
zen land.

We did not disturb the caribou. As a
matter of fact, here is a good example.
I am sorry the Senator from California
has not seen fit to come to Alaska and
look at the area she talks about. There
is the caribou right near Port MclIntyre
field. That is where they come. They do
not look disturbed to me. I have been
up there, and there are so many on the
runway we had to wait until they de-
cided to leave because they get first
call on the runway.

It is time we talk facts. And the fact
is, Congress pledged this area would be
available for oil and gas exploration.
The 1002 area was specifically reserved
for oil and gas exploration. It is not
wilderness. The Senator from Cali-
fornia and others insist on coming out
here and saying we want to drill in wil-
derness. That is not true. It never was
wilderness from the time it was with-
drawn when I was in the Department of
Interior in the 1950s. We specifically al-
lowed o0il and gas leasing under the
Mineral Leasing Act to continue, al-
though the area was withdrawn from
all other forms of entry under public
land laws.

As long as the Senator from Cali-
fornia mentions whom I should call,
she might want to visit with the Eski-
mos in the Senate gallery. They are
part of 100,000 Alaska Natives in favor
of drilling in this area. I intend to spell
that out in more detail later.

I don’t need to call a former Presi-
dent. I know where President Carter
stands now, but I knew where he was
when I saw him signing the bill. He
signed that bill that contained the sec-
tion 1002, and he gave us the right and
approved the offer made by Senator
Jackson and Senator Tsongas to me
that if we allowed the million acres to
be withdrawn, we would continue to
have the right to explore in the Arctic.

I yield to my friend, and I reserve the
remainder of my time. I will talk right
up to the vote and urge Members of the
Senate to think about one thing, and
that is the value of the oil in our area
of Alaska as compared to the continued
dependence upon foreign oil in increas-
ing amounts in this country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Alaska for his
tremendous leadership on this issue. It
is a very important issue to America. I
salute the Presiding Officer for her
leadership on it. It is so important.

There is no doubt about it; any activ-
ity in this area would have minimal en-
vironmental impact. This is going to be
the most closely watched drilling ever
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to occur in the world, I suppose. It will
be environmentally sound in every pos-
sible way, using the newest technology,
as Senator DOMENICI said. It will be on
land where you can control things bet-
ter. It will be a minute footprint in
these millions of acres of land. It is
going to be carefully done.

While we are talking about safely
drilling in Alaska, today no one I know
of is seriously opposing drilling in the
Caspian Sea. No one is opposing the
drilling that goes on in Venezuela. We
are drilling off the coast of Louisiana,
Alabama, and Mississippi, and in the
Gulf of Mexico right now, producing oil
and gas in a much more high-risk envi-
ronment than this would ever be. So
this is an unbelievable argument to
me. It goes against all logic.

This is a minute environmental im-
pact, I suggest. But it represents, with-
out doubt in my mind, the greatest
economic growth potential of anything
in the President’s package or anything
we are dealing with on the floor right
now. This is an important growth issue
for America. The reason is, we are
talking about new wealth to America.

Every day, if we do not buy the oil
that comes from this region, we will be
sending our money to Venezuela and
Saudi Arabia and Iraqg and whatever
other OPEC nation we would be send-
ing it to—a direct sucking sound of
American wealth going to foreign na-
tions.

We have had various studies. One
said 735,000 jobs would be produced. An-
other one has come in at 575,000 jobs
that would be created.

I want to make one point. These are
going to be critical jobs, high-paying
jobs in drilling—environmental engi-
neers, pump manufacturing, shipping,
transportation, rail, airlines are going
to be active, steelworkers, teamsters,
and that Kkind of thing, high-paying
jobs. Money will be paid to them out of
the money that we would have other-
wise sent outside of this country for
foreign oil that would not have been
paid to American workers. High paid
salaries to American workers—it will
be missed by us.

So I would say this is big. I will just
briefly make this point. How big is it?
If we had 575,000 jobs, and they are
making higher wages, if they are a
spouse who is working, they may be
paying more than the figure I would
float out, but I suggest these jobs will
result in IRS payments to Uncle Sam,
Uncle Sugar, of probably $10,000 per
job.

You add that up, 575,000 jobs at
$10,000 to the tax man of the United
States, that turns out to $5.75 billion a
year to the Treasury of the United
States. Over 10 years that is almost $50
billion.

Are we going to pay this to the
‘“‘stans,” to Russia, Venezuela, Mexico,
Iraq, Kuwait, those countries? That is
who is getting it now and will be get-
ting it in the future. It is really a tre-
mendous amount.
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This does not count the royalties
that will be paid by the drilling compa-
nies to the United States. They will be
paying $10 to $20 billion over the life of
this activity.

We have also not forgotten, I hope,
that the drilling here, under the legis-
lation as proposed, will result in the
payment of $2.5 billion to the Land and
Water Conservation Fund for conserva-
tion programs in America. I have abso-
lutely no doubt—I know the Presiding
Officer shares this—that $2.5 billion
will do more environmental good
throughout the entire United States
than this 2,500-acre footprint of drilling
would cause damage in this vast ANWR
region of Alaska.

I really believe this is a tremen-
dously important economic issue for
America. It is jobs, jobs, jobs. Those of
us who are wrestling with a budget in
this country that shows declining reve-
nues, it will guarantee increased tax
revenues to the United States. We
must not allow exaggerated fears to
pull us back from this important issue.

It is great to be with the Senator
from Alaska, and know he knows this
issue so well. I appreciate his leader-
ship. Yes, it is good for Alaska, but it
is good for America. We thank you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

AMENDMENT NO. 274

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
know the Senator from South Carolina
has a sense-of-the-Senate amendment.
Let me just say I regret that because
we have done our level best to stop the
practice of offering sense-of-the-Senate
amendments on the budget resolution.
We have established a point of order
against them to try to discourage
sense-of-the-Senate amendments. And
we have been so far, until this moment,
successful on both sides. I just say to
my colleagues, if we start down this
path, we will be right back to where we
were in the past. We are going to be
right back to vote-arama. We are going
to be right back to a circumstance in
which, when all time has expired, we
are going to face 30 or 40 or 50 votes
and nobody is going to have a chance
to explain them. We are going to have
Senators, hour after hour after hour,
marching down into the well of the
Senate to cast votes on issues they
have not even had a chance to debate
or had a chance to discuss.

I regret very much the sense-of-the-
Senate amendment has been put in this
queue. I say to my colleagues on the
other side, if we start down this path,
the same thing is going to happen over
here.

Let me say, it is not the fault of the
Senator from South Carolina. He has
offered an amendment in good faith.
We respect that Senator. But the point
is a larger question of how we proceed
on a budget resolution. Both sides have
worked very hard to prevent vote-
arama.

We are right now rushing toward that
result. I hope everybody thinks very
carefully now about the decisions we
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are making because we are going to
reap the whirlwind.

Let me just say this to my col-
leagues. There is an alternative. The
Senator from South Carolina has got-
ten in the queue. I hope we can work
out an agreement on his amendment. I
understand staffs on both sides are
working on that. If we do not draw the
line here, it is Katie bar the door. And
we should all understand that.

No. 2, I hope after the Senator from
South Carolina has a reasonable time
to discuss his amendment, hopefully
during that period our staffs can work
together and we can reach an accom-
modation and agreement so the amend-
ment of the Senator can be adopted
without a vote. I urge that course on
my colleagues on the other side.

Next, that we then move to a debate
on another amendment with the ability
to come back and finish off on ANWR
before the vote that is now scheduled
at 3 o’clock. I just hope we all think
very carefully, now, in these minutes,
before we head down this path, of
where it leads. At the same time, on
both sides, we discussed trying to reach
an agreement on a set number of
amendments, those to be debated and
those to be in vote-arama.

On our side we are calling a caucus to
discuss that very question. I hope the
other side—I have already talked to
Senator NICKLES about it—will give it
close consideration as well, so we avoid
this spectacle of vote-arama. But right
now colleagues should understand we
are headed for the vote-arama of all
time, and it will not reflect well on the
body, and it probably will not lead to
the best results.

With that, I yield the floor and,
again, hope my colleagues consider
these options.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President,
will the Senator yield for a moment?

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Ab-
solutely.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President,
while the Senator from North Dakota
is here, I would like to see if there
could be an agreement. I understand we
are going off this amendment to delete
the ANWR provision in this budget res-
olution for a little while. I wonder if it
would be possible if we could ask unan-
imous consent that we return to this
amendment at 2 o’clock—the vote will
be at 3—and the time between 2 and 3
o’clock be equally divided between the
two sides.

Mr. CONRAD. I would certainly be
open to that. I would want the opinion
of the manager and chairman of the
committee.

Mr. NICKLES. I have no objection to
that. This is a very important amend-
ment. It is one of the reasons why I en-
couraged our colleagues to bring it up.
I knew it was going to take some time.
I have no objection to that.

Mr. CONRAD. We have no objection
on this side.
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Mr. STEVENS. I do offer that unani-
mous consent request. I point out, I
could speak from now until 3 o’clock, if
the Senate would like to do that, but I
think it is best we go ahead as the
leader requests we do. I renew my re-
quest.

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

Who yields time?

The Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina.
Madam President, I have a house-
keeping chore. I would like to submit
to the clerk a modification to my
amendment and ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be modified.

No modification is needed, I am told.
Thank you.

Madam President, Social Security is
not only hard to solve, it is also hard
to get before the Senate. So I apologize
for the confusion.

I understand the concern of my col-
league from North Dakota. But having
a bit of time to talk about Social Secu-
rity I think is very appropriate.

The budget resolution process is a
roadmap to make sure we can under-
stand what we are doing as the year
progresses in terms of spending and
taxes and what provisions to take up
and when. I applaud both the Senator
from North Dakota and the Senator
from Oklahoma for working together
to try to make this as painless on the
body as possible. But this amendment,
hopefully, can be accepted in some
form, either voted on or accepted by
the body.

If you are going to have a roadmap
for America this year or any other
year, it is time we start putting Social
Security on that roadmap. Social Secu-
rity is a system that Democrats and
Republicans embrace as being vital to
the Nation. It is a system that working
Americans pay into every year. Mil-
lions of Americans receive a substan-
tial part, if not all, of their retirement
income from Social Security, after
years of paying into the system.

This amendment is part of this road-
map for America that we are talking
about. It lays out some findings and
some facts that are not Republican
spin, not Democratic spin, but come
from the Social Security trustees
themselves, the people in charge of
telling us, in managing the program—
“‘us” being the House and the Senate—
the state of affairs with Social Secu-
rity.

We are on the verge of a war. Only
God knows what will happen here
shortly. But it is my belief, unless
there is some major miracle, we will be
involved in hostilities with young men
and women in harm’s way protecting
our freedom. I know one thing every
Member of the body can agree on is
that these young men and women de-
serve our support and our prayers if or-
dered into battle. And they will get
that support and those prayers in a bi-
partisan way because what they are
doing is very noble, in my opinion, try-
ing to preserve our freedom and bring-
ing about more stability in the Mid-
east.
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We can argue about the nuances of
the diplomacy and lack thereof in some
people’s opinion that got us to being on
the brink of war, but once hostilities
begin, I am sure everybody will come
together and say a prayer for our
troops and support our President the
best they can.

That same dynamic needs to exist
with Social Security, because there is a
big, gaping hole in America’s domestic
agenda. You can talk about the size of
the tax cuts, whether we should have
one, whether it should be $750 billion or
$350 billion or 30 cents or $2 trillion.
Whatever opinion you have, I respect,
and I have my own about that; and
that is a point of debate.

One thing we need to understand and
come together on quickly, in my opin-
ion, is certain facts surrounding Social
Security.

In 75 years—I know that seems for-
ever. But my predecessor, Senator
Thurmond, turned 100 a few months
ago. He is going to be a first-time
grandfather. Our State’s former junior
Senator, now senior Senator, is 81. So
in South Carolina, 75 years is not long
in politics. It seems forever, but it is
not, really.

In 75 years, our trustees, the people
in charge of the Social Security trust
fund, tell us we will be $25.3 trillion
short of the money necessary to pay
benefits. I want to repeat that. I know
there are a lot of important votes to
come on ANWR and tax cuts, and this
roadmap is about this year; and we are
trying get through this day to make
sure we can get on with the business of
the Senate. And that is the way poli-
tics is, probably to a fault sometimes:
getting through this day, getting
through this amendment, so we can get
on with the next event of the next day.
We are in the middle of an inter-
national crisis, and our hope is we can
get through the coming days as quick-
ly as possible and resolve it.

Time is not on our side in solving So-
cial Security structural problems. You
could say: Well, 75 years is a long time.
But between now and 75 years from
now, for the obligations of the trust
fund, and the money to pay those obli-
gations, there will be a $25 trillion gap.
And I ask, simply, the following ques-
tion: Where does the money come
from?

People want to know how much the
war is going to cost—and the occupa-
tion. The truth is, it is going to be bil-
lions of dollars over several years. As
we try to find out where the money
comes from to get us through this day
and this year, I hope we will start fo-
cusing on, in a bipartisan fashion,
where does the money come from to
keep Social Security solvent?

Seventy-five years from now, if noth-
ing changes—if all we do is run ads
against each other and belittle oppor-
tunities to fix it in a partisan way; if
the Democratic and the Republican
parties stay on track, based on the last
campaign cycle, of trying to use the
Social Security issue as a way to cap-
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ture power for the moment—then we
are going to allow one of the best pro-
grams in the history of the Nation not
only to become insolvent but create a
financial crisis in this country that we
have not experienced, ever.

Another date I would like to point
out: In 2042, which seems forever, but it
is not, a problem occurs with Social
Security. Seventy-five years from now,
the unfunded liability in obligation
will be $25.3 trillion. But before you get
to that point in time, the next major
event, according to the trustee report
released yesterday, is 2042.

What happens in 2042? In 2042, the
amount of money available to pay ben-
efits will be such that benefits will be
reduced for the average recipient by 28
percent. I want to say that again. If we
do nothing different, if we just collect
the same amount of money, and get the
same growth rates, in 2042 you are
going to reduce benefits for everybody
on Social Security by 28 percent. The
other option is, according to the trust-
ees, raise payroll taxes of the work-
force in existence then by 50 percent.
These are two very dramatic and unac-
ceptable options, in my opinion.

Now, in 2042, I doubt if I will be here.
But if the history of my State stands
the test of time, I will be here because
I will turn 100 in 2055. If I can do what
my predecessor has done, which I very
seriously doubt, I will have another
term left. I doubt if that will happen in
my case, but somebody is going to be
here in 2042 from South Carolina and
every other State represented here
today.

My hope is that during my time in
the Senate, I can join with my col-
leagues of like mind on both sides of
the aisle to make life a little better for
the American public, the taxpayer, and
those who will be doing the job we are
engaged in today a little better than
the trustees tell us of what is going to
happen in 2042.

I would like to recognize certain
Members of this body: Senator GREGG,
Senator BREAUX, and many others,
Senator Moynihan, a former Member of
the Senate, who have brought ideas to
the table, have worked in a bipartisan
manner, along with President Bush. I
compliment President Clinton for put-
ting the issue of Social Security on the
table. I didn’t particularly like his so-
lution to better growth rates, but he
acknowledged that growth rates were a
problem. So there is the foundation
being laid in the last couple years to do
something constructive.

I compliment everybody in this body
who has been part of that process. As a
Member of the House for four terms, I
tried to be a constructive Member deal-
ing with Social Security over there.

The temptation to achieve political
power is great when the Senate and the
House are so closely divided. Every
issue is looked upon as the issue that
can get you back in the majority or the
issue that may cost you the majority.
My concern is that if we have that ap-
proach to reforming and solving Social
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Security—I know the Senator from
North Dakota who is managing the mi-
nority side of the bill is a fine Member
who loves his country as much as I do—
if we keep this partisan atmosphere
going that has existed in the past and
has been bipartisan in the dema-
goguery, we will run into a problem. So
in 2042, T would like us to avoid what is
coming our way. The only way to do is
to start now.

Another date the Social Security
trustees tell us is a very important
date is 2018. I have gone from 75 years
now to 2042 to 2018. What happens in
2018? In 2018, for the first time in the
history of the program, we will pay
more in benefits than we collect in
taxes. What is going on here? There are
a lot of young folks working in the
Senate—pages, interns. We are really
talking about their future more than
anything else.

In 2018, we pay out more in benefits
than we collect in taxes. What is wrong
with Social Security? Why is it mount-
ing up this unfunded obligation? Why
are we beginning to pay more in bene-
fits than we collect in taxes? Why do
we have to cut benefits in 2042, and why
are we $25 trillion short in the money
to pay everybody 75 years from now?

Well, it is not a Republican or a
Democratic problem in terms of poli-
tics. It is just the way the country has
changed. I was born in 1955. In 1950, a
few years before I was born, there were
16.5 workers to every retiree. Accord-
ing to the trustees, in 1950, there were
16.5 people working paying Social Se-
curity taxes for every retiree. Today
there are 3.3 workers to every retiree.
Twenty years from now, there are
going to be two workers for every re-
tiree. That is not a Republican prob-
lem. It is not a Democratic caused
problem. That is not because we can’t
get along up here. That is because the
ratios have changed. There is no reason
to believe they will go back the other
way.

My father and mother are deceased
now, but I think in my mother’s family
there were nine members of her family,
and my father had eight. I am not mar-
ried. I don’t have any kids. My sister
has one. I sort of reflect what is going
on in the world. I hope to help solve
the problem later down the road. If I do
what Senator Thurmond has done, 23
years from now, I would have my first
child. I doubt if that will happen, ei-
ther.

But as we kind of mark these points
in time and make it personal, the prob-
lem is that the demographic changes in
America have put Social Security at
risk. It is nobody’s fault, but it is ev-
eryone’s problem. You cannot keep the
program solvent when the ratio has
gone from 16.5 workers to 1 in 1950 to 20
years from now being 2 to 1. There is
just not enough money coming into the
system.

Now, when you talk about Social Se-
curity spending and what to do and the
idea that we are spending Social Secu-
rity surpluses to run the Government,
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you get everybody upset. And they
should be. I came to the House in 1995.
One of the first things we tried to do
was isolate Social Security money sur-
pluses and make sure we did not use
the Social Security dollars paid into
the system to run the Government.
That has been a practice that has been
going on for 30 or 40 years. Both parties
have engaged in that practice.

Every year we collect more in Social
Security taxes than we pay in benefits.
That extra money is called surplus. We
have borrowed that extra cash, given
the trust fund IOUs that have to be re-
deemed in the future. That has allowed
us to grow this Government without a
direct tax on people.

That is a bad practice. It is not good
government. It is not good business.
For several years we have been able to
avoid doing that in a bipartisan way.

You remember in the last debate
there was the lockbox. Let’s put every-
thing related to Social Security in this
lockbox. In my last campaign for the
Senate, I constantly heard it: If you
just left Social Security money alone
and you didn’t take it out to run the
Government, if you kept it in a
lockbox and left it alone, most of these
problems would go away.

That is not true. As much as you
would like to believe that, that is not
true. If you took every penny collected
from Social Security and you dedicated
it totally to the trust fund and totally
to the benefits to be paid, you are still
$25 trillion short in 75 years. It still
runs out of money in 2042. The problem
is that two workers paying into the
system will not be able to support the
massive number of baby boomers com-
ing into the system.

Having said that, I would like to
work with my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle to do a better job of pro-
tecting Social Security. I don’t believe
there is any party that has been in
power for the last 40 years that could
look the American public in the eye
and say that they have not been guilty
of using the surpluses in some fashion
for other than Social Security.

In September of last year, I wrote a
letter to the Social Security Adminis-
tration asking 17 questions. Here is one
of the questions I asked: Some have
proposed a Social Security lockbox;
would a lockbox, by itself, extend the
solvency of Social Security beyond the
year Social Security is expected to be-
come insolvent? In a nutshell they
said, the implementation of a Social
Security lockbox would not alter this
commitment and thus would have no
direct effect on the future solvency of
Social Security.

Having said that, I do believe we
should isolate Social Security dollars
and dedicate those dollars to the pay-
ment of Social Security trust fund ob-
ligations. That is just good govern-
ment. But please do not tell your con-
stituents back home that will fix this
problem because it most certainly will
not.

After having heard my rendition,
there is probably not much good news
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you have heard yet. The good news:
there is a way, in my opinion, to make
up the $25 trillion shortfall over 75
years, to change the fact that you will
have to reduce benefits by 2042 by 28
percent—that is all the money you will
have to pay benefits by then—and to
even change the dynamic of paying
more out in benefits than you collect
in taxes by 2018.

The good news—just like everything
else in Washington, there is a bad news/
good news part of what I am about to
say—is that the growth rates for Social
Security, the amount of return you get
on your FICA tax dollars or Social Se-
curity tax dollars taken out of your
paycheck for younger workers, people
born in the 1980s, it is less than 2 per-
cent. If you happen to be a minority in
this country, born in the 1980s, it is less
than 1 percent.

Let me say that again. This is not
Lindsey Graham saying that. The So-
cial Security trustees have reported
back to me in this letter.

I ask unanimous consent to print the
letter in the RECORD.

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

SOCIAL SECURITY,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ACTUARY,
Baltimore, MD, September 26, 2002.
Hon. LINDSEY O. GRAHAM,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. GRAHAM: Thank you very much
for the opportunity to answer the questions
you have posed in your letter of September 6,
2002. The answers below are based on the in-
termediate assumptions and projections pre-
sented in the 2002 Annual Social Security
Trustees Report and estimates that we have
provided for a number of reform proposals
over the past several years.

Many of the questions that you raise are
very complex and the answers are subject to
considerable uncertainty and even debate. I
am providing brief answers reflecting my un-
derstanding of these issues based largely on
the work done in the Office of the Chief Ac-
tuary for the Trustees, the Administration,
and the Congress. I hope these responses will
be helpful. I look forward to working with
you, and Aleix Jarvis and Jessica Efird of
your staff in the effort to develop proposals
to reform Social Security and restore long-
term solvency for the program.

(1) Based on the Social Security Adminis-
tration’s projections, in what year does So-
cial Security begin to pay more out than it
takes in?

Answer. Under the current intermediate
assumptions of the 2002 Annual Report of the
Social Security Board of Trustees to the
Congress, and assuming that current law is
not changed, we project that annual cash
flow for the Social Security program will re-
main positive through 2016 and will turn neg-
ative for calendar year 2017 and later. An-
nual cash flow is defined here as the excess
of income (excluding interest) over expendi-
tures.

(2) Based on the Social Security Adminis-
tration’s projections, in what year is Social
Security expected to become insolvent?

Answer. Under the intermediate assump-
tions, full benefits would continue to be pay-
able after 2016 and part of the way through
2041 by augmenting current revenue from
taxes with revenue from redeeming special
United States Treasury obligations held by
the Trust Funds. During 2041, the theoretical
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combined Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
(OASI) and Disability Insurance (DI) Trust
Funds are projected to become exhausted
and full scheduled benefits would no longer
be payable on a timely basis. This condition
is referred to as insolvency of the Trust
Funds, because available tax revenue would
then be sufficient to cover only about 73 per-
cent of the cost of scheduled benefits. In
fact, the OASI and DI Trust Funds operate
separately and the projected dates of insol-
vency are 2043 for the OASI Trust Fund and
2028 for the DI Trust Fund. For simplicity of
analysis, the date for theoretical combined
Trust Funds is usually considered.

(3) Assuming current growth rates remain
the same would benefits have to be reduced
or taxes increased to keep Social Security
from insolvency? If so, how much?

Answer. The intermediate assumptions for
the Annual Trustees Reports reflect the
Trustees, best judgment about the continu-
ation of current trends in demographic and
economic variables like birth rates, death
rates, average wage increases and price in-
creases. Assuming the intermediate assump-
tions of the 2002 Trustees Report are real-
ized, Social Security will require either a re-
duction in benefit levels or an increase in
revenue starting in 2041 for the combined
OASDI program (and in 2043 for the OASI
program and 2028 for the DI program). If ben-
efits were reduced to meet the shortfall in
revenue for the combined program, the re-
duction would need to be 27 percent starting
with the exhaustion of the Trust Fund in
2041 and would rise to 34 percent for 2076. Al-
ternatively, if additional revenue were pro-
vided beginning in 2041, revenue equivalent
to a payroll tax rate increase of about 3.3
percent (from 12.4 percent under current law
to about 15.7 percent) would be needed for
the year. The additional revenue needed for
2042 would be equivalent to a payroll tax rate
increase of about 4.5 percent. Thereafter the
amount of additional revenue needed would
gradually rise, reaching an amount equiva-
lent to an increase in the payroll tax rate of
about 6.4 percent for 2076. There is, of course,
a great variety of ways in which benefits
could be reduced or revenue increased for the
Social Security program. Many different
combinations of provisions to reduce bene-
fits and/or provide increased revenue from
taxes could be developed to avoid insolvency
of the OASDI Trust Funds throughout the 75-
year projection period, and beyond.

(4) If Social Security surpluses were not di-
verted from the general budget, how would
that affect the system? Would it avert a fu-
ture insolvency?

Answer. I assume you are referring to the
fact that for most years in which Social Se-
curity has taken in more tax revenue than it
has paid out in benefits and other expenses,
the rest of the Federal budget has operated
in deficit. In these years, the Social Security
tax revenue not currently needed for benefit
payments has, by law, been invested in secu-
rities backed by the full faith and credit of
the United States Government. In practice,
this revenue has been invested in special
issue United States Treasury securities.
These securities represent a commitment to
redeem these investments, with interest at
the market rate, when the Social Security
Trust Funds are in need of revenue. Such
commitments to the Social Security and
Medicare Trust Funds have always been met
in the past and should be expected to be met
in the future regardless of the fiscal oper-
ations of the rest of the Federal Govern-
ment. Therefore, the trust funds are in no
way compromised in their role of maintain-
ing solvency as a result of being invested in
special Treasury securities. However, re-
demption of these Treasury securities held
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by the Trust Funds does require the Treas-
ury to allocate General Revenue for this pur-
pose, and this allocation must be met by in-
creasing taxes, reducing other federal spend-
ing, or increasing borrowing from the public.

(56) Some have proposed a Social Security
“lock box.” Would a ‘‘lock box’ by itself ex-
tend the solvency of Social Security beyond
the year Social Security is expected to be-
come insolvent?

Answer. As suggested above, the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund investments represent
commitments of the United States Treasury
that should be expected to be met when the
Trust Funds need to redeem these invest-
ments. The implementation of a Social Secu-
rity ‘‘lock box’’ would not alter this commit-
ment and thus would have no direct effect on
the future solvency of Social Security.

However, if the effect of a ‘‘lock box’’ were
to require that the non-Social-Security Fed-
eral budget be in balance or surplus for the
years in which Social Security makes invest-
ments, then the amount of borrowing from
the public might be reduced. In this case the
difficulty of generating General Revenue for
the redemption of Trust Fund investments in
the future would likely be diminished.

(6) How many South Carolinians do you
project will be receiving Social Security ben-
efits when the program becomes insolvent?
How many South Carolinians currently re-
ceive benefits?

Answer: In December of 2001, about 704
thousand South Carolinians were receiving
Social Security benefits. This represented
about 1.5 percent of all Social Security bene-
ficiaries at that time. If this percentage re-
mains the same in 2041, when the combined
Social Security Trust Funds are projected to
become exhausted, we estimate that about
1.4 million South Carolinians will be receiv-
ing Social Security benefits at that time.

(7) What is the ratio of workers per retiree
when the program began, in 1940, 1950, 1960,
1970, 1980, 1990, today, 2010, 2020, 2030, 2040?

Answer: The table below provides the his-
torical and projected numbers of Social Se-
curity covered workers and beneficiaries.
Ratios of covered workers to beneficiaries
are shown both where beneficiaries include
all beneficiaries and where beneficiaries are
limited to retired workers. The number of
beneficiaries was extremely small in 1940,
the first year that monthly benefits were
payable, because only workers with some
work in 1937 through 1939 could qualify. This
resulted in a very high ratio of covered
workers to beneficiaries at the start of the
program, which required several decades to
mature.

SOCIAL SECURITY (OASDI) COVERED WORKERS,
BENEFICIARIES, AND RATIOS—1940-2080

[In thousands]

Beneficiaries Ratio of Covered
Workers to—

Covered Retired
Total " All bene-
workers workers Retirees ficiaries
35,390 112 222 316.0 159.4
48,280 1,771 2,930 21.3 16.5
72,530 8,061 14,262 9.0 5.1
93,090 13,349 25,186 7.0 3.7
113,649 19,564 35118 5.8 3.2
133,672 24,841 39,470 54 34
152,461 29,123 46,239 5.2 33
165,443 34,126 52,865 48 3.1
172,848 48,324 68,699 3.6 2.5
178,131 61,740 84,070 2.9 2.1
184,433 66,895 90,068 2.8 2.0
189,845 69,692 94,109 2.1 2.0
194,568 74,937 | 100,177 2.6 19
198,687 80,635 | 106,723 2.5 19
202,238 85,939 | 112,895 24 18

Note.—Projections are based on the intermediate assumptions of the
2002 Trustees Report.

(8) What is the sum of the total cash short-
falls that social security is projected to ex-
perience from now through 2075, from 2025—
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2050, and from 2050-2075? (in constant and in
present-value dollars)?

Answer. Combining financial values over
substantial periods of time is generally done
taking into account the ‘‘time value of
money’’. This is accomplished by accumu-
lating or discounting the separate annual
values with interest to a common date. Val-
ues combined in this way are referred to as
present values as of the date to which they
are accumulated or discounted.

In present-value dollars (discounted at the
OASDI Trust Fund interest rate to January
1, 2002) the total net OASDI cash flow for
years 2002 through 2076 is projected to be
nearly —$4.6 trillion. When the Trust Fund
balances of over $1.2 trillion at the beginning
of 2002 are added to this value, we get a fi-
nancial shortfall (or unfunded obligation) for
the 75-year period of $3.3 trillion. This un-
funded obligation indicates that if an addi-
tional $3.3 trillion had been added to the
Trust Funds at the beginning of 2002, the
program would have had adequate financing
to meet the projected cost of benefits sched-
uled in current law over the next 75 years. It
should be noted that if the dollar amount of
this unfunded obligation is accumulated
with interest to the end of 2076, and then ex-
pressed in constant (CPI-indexed) 2002 dollars
we get $33 trillion.

The present-value net cash-flow of almost
—$4.6 trillion for the pOeriod 2002 through
2076 can be separated into the three 25-year
sub-periods:+$0.4 trillion for the period 2002
through 2026, —$2.7 trillion for the period
2027 through 2051, and —$2.3 trillion for the
period 2052 through 2076. If only years of neg-
ative cash flow are included then the value
for the first 25-year sub-period is —$0.5 tril-
lion and the total for the T72-year period is
—$5.5 trillion.

Summing constant 2002-dollar values from
several different years is equivalent to tak-
ing their present value and assuming that
the operative real interest rate is zero. This
may result in values that are difficult to in-
terpret. Constant-dollar values are generally
used for comparing separate values over time
rather than for combining them. A compari-
son of constant-dollar values for a series cov-
ering many years is helpful in illustrating
the extent of real growth in the series over
time. There is no meaningful interpretation
of the result from summing constant dollar
values from many different years.

Expressing the combined values discussed
above in terms of simple sums of constant
2002 dollars (CPI discounted dollars) results
in quite different results from present value
because much greater weight is placed on
more distant future years than would be in-
dicated by current market interest rates.
Using this approach produces constant-dollar
cash-flow sums of +$0.1 trillion for 2002
through 2026, —$8.6 trillion for 2027 through
2051, —$15.3 trillion for 2052 through 2076, and
—$23.8 trillion for the entire 75-year period.
The sum for the first 256-year period with
only negative values included is —$1.1 tril-
lion. The sum for the 75-year period includ-
ing only negative annual values is —$24.9
trillion.

(9) As a demographic group, do African-
American males receive the same propor-
tional return from the retirement portion of
Social Security as other demographic
groups?

Answer. Due to the nature of the Social
Security program it is difficult to look at re-
tirement benefits in isolation. The payroll
tax rate is specified in two components, one
for retirement and survivor benefits and the
other for disability benefits. In addition, a
significant portion of the benefits payable
from the retirement and survivor tax, for
years after reaching normal retirement age
(NRA), is actually attributable to the fact
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that many become eligible for disability ben-
efits before reaching retirement age. How-
ever, there are some observations that we
can make.

To understand the tradeoffs, first consider
the comparison of returns on retirement and
survivors taxes for men and women. Men
tend to die younger and have higher career-
average earnings than women. These factors
tend to make the return on contributions for
retired worker benefits alone lower for men
than for women. However, most men marry,
and many have spouses with lower career
earnings who receive spouse or widow bene-
fits based on the earnings and contributions
of their husbands. This tends to raise the rel-
ative return for contributions made by men.
Finally, men have higher disability rates
than women and thus are more likely to
have a shortened career, lessening their life-
time payroll tax contributions without ma-
terially affecting their monthly benefit level
when retirement and survivors benefits be-
come payable. Thus, with all these factors
taken into account it is less clear whether
men get a lower return on their retirement
and survivor taxes than do women.

For African-American males the situation
is even less clear. Life expectancy for Afri-
can-American males is lower than for white
males. But average career earnings are also
lower. These factors have at least partly off-
setting effects. Because African-American
males have higher death rates, they are also
more likely to leave a widow beneficiary if
married. Importantly, African-American
males are also more likely to become dis-
abled than are white males.

Some recent studies have suggested that
African-American males get a lower return
from Social Security retirement benefits.
But these studies have not sorted out many
of the complicating factors mentioned above.
In particular, many of these studies consider
actual case histories of individuals who work
successfully without becoming disabled up to
retirement. For such individuals, life expect-
ancy at retirement is clearly greater than
for those who have been disabled prior to
that time, but these studies use overall pop-
ulation death rates. Because African-Amer-
ican males are relatively more likely to be-
come disabled, this distortion of overstating
death rates for those who do not become dis-
abled is relatively large for them. This is a
significant shortcoming that causes a dis-
proportionately large understatement in re-
tirement returns for African-American
males. We are working on a more complete
model that we hope will address these con-
cerns and will inform you of our progress in
the future. But for now, the evidence on this
question appears to be inconclusive.

(10) What is the average current return on
investment for FICA tax contributions for
someone born before and after 1948?

Answer. Actuarial Note Number 144 “‘Inter-
nal Real Rates of Return Under the OASDI
Program for Hypothetical Workers’” au-
thored by Orlo Nichols, Michael Clingman,
and Milton Glanz in June 2001 addressed this
issue. This note provides extensive estimates
of real internal rates of return for a wide va-
riety of cases.

The most representative of these hypo-
thetical cases presented may be the married
couple with a husband and a wife, each hav-
ing medium career earnings. For this case,
assuming a realistic earnings scale through
the working lifetime, the real internal rate
of return was computed to be 3.50 percent for
those born in 1920, declining to 2.33 percent
for those born in 1943. Assuming that
present-law scheduled benefits would be pay-
able in the future with no change in the pay-
roll tax rate, this real rate of return is pro-
jected to decline gradually, reaching 2.20 per-
cent for those born in 1964, and then rising
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gradually as life expectancy rises. However,
the current payroll-tax rate is projected to
be inadequate to finance scheduled benefits
in the long run. Under the hypothetical as-
sumption that payroll tax rates would be in-
creased as needed to finance scheduled bene-
fits in the future, future real rates are return
are projected to decline more rapidly, reach-
ing 1.95 percent for those born in 1985 and 1.63
percent for those born in 2004.

In general, real rates of return are higher
for married couples with one earner and for
workers with low earnings. Rates are gen-
erally lower for single workers and for high
earners.

(11) Have policy proposals been introduced
that keep Social Security from insolvency,
allow for personal accounts, and do not
change benefits for those already receiving
Social Security benefits?

Answer. Absolutely. A number of Congres-
sional proposals would accomplish these
goals. At a hearing before the House Ways
and Means Committee in June 1999, ten plans
were presented by Congressional sponsors.
The sponsors of these plans were, Archer/
Shaw, Kolbe/Stenholm, Nadler, Moynihan/
BKerrey, Gregg/Breaux, PGramm, NSmith,
Stark, MSanford, and DeFazio. We estimated
that all ten of these proposals would restore
solvency for the Social Security program for
at least the full 75-year projection period.
None of these proposals would reduce bene-
fits for current beneficiaries, but three of
them would slow growth in benefits for cur-
rent recipients by reducing the size of the
automatic cost-of-living adjustment (COLA)
either directly, or indirectly (through modi-
fying the CPI). Seven of these proposals pro-
vided for individual accounts on a voluntary
or mandatory basis.

Since 1999 additional proposals have been
developed that would meet these criteria, in-
cluding the Armey/DeMint plan and Models 2
and 3 of the President’s Commission to
Strengthen Social Security.

(12) Have there been any proposals intro-
duced that would create personal accounts,
avert a future insolvency of Social Security,
without reducing benefits or increasing
taxes? Have there been any proposals with-
out personal accounts introduced that would
avert a future insolvency of Social Security
without reducing benefits or increasing
taxes?

Answer. The financial shortfalls projected
for the Social Security program can only be
eliminated by reducing the growth in benefit
levels from what is scheduled in current law,
or by increasing revenue to the program. In
the long-run, additional revenue can be gen-
erated by expanding the amount of advance
funding either in individual accounts or in
the Social Security Trust Funds. All of the
proposals mentioned above pursue this ap-
proach to some degree. However, creating ad-
ditional advance funding requires additional
revenue for a period of time. This additional
revenue may be generated by (1) reducing So-
cial Security benefits paid from the Trust
Funds, (2) directly increasing the amount of
payroll tax or some other tax, or (3) pro-
viding transfers or loans from the General
Fund of the Treasury. Whether General Rev-
enue transfers or loans represent an indirect
increase in taxes depends on a number of
complex factors many of which are generally
unknown in the context of Social Security
reform, so no definitive answer can be given.

All of the plans that we have analyzed in
recent years provide for one or more of the
three measures to generate additional rev-
enue both to restore solvency for the Social
Security Trust Funds and to provide for ad-
ditional advance funding. This is true for
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plans that include individual accounts as
well as for those that do not.

Sincerely,
STEPHEN C. GOSS,
Chief Actuary.
Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina.

They have laid out the rates of return
for people born after 1980.

As I have told you, they are less than
2 percent. Over time, they go down be-
cause the problem, over time, gets
worse. As you pay into the system as a
young worker, the obligations of the
system get greater, and there really
will be no rate of return. As a matter
of fact, by 2042, not only does your
money not work for you, it is not
enough to pay benefits to people who
are already in the system.

Here is the good news. If we could, in
a bipartisan fashion, work together, I
am confident we could construct a pro-
gram for younger workers—voluntary
in nature—that would allow them to
take part of the money they pay into
Social Security, invest it in a different
system—equity and nonequity, depend-
ing on what they want to do—that will
dramatically outpace a 1.8 percent re-
turn.

Here is what I suggest to you as re-
ality. If you had a business and you
wanted to sell an annuity to young
people in America, and you laid out the
program of that annuity and it mir-
rored Social Security, nobody in the
country would invest in it simply be-
cause they can get a better rate of re-
turn leaving it in a checking account.

Now, everything about Social Secu-
rity is not total retirement. There is a
component of Social Security that
pays for people who have been disabled
and injured. That aspect of the pro-
gram is extremely important also.

But to have a better business view of
Social Security is necessary. If we
could achieve better growth rates—and
the trustees tell us that if you achieve
better growth rates, every dollar in ad-
ditional growth, every time the fund
beats that 1.8 or 1.6 rate of return, that
extra dollar allows benefits to be paid
without raising taxes.

We are going to argue about the tax
cut and how to stimulate the economy.
I remember in my last campaign, when
I presented this idea, the ad was that
“Lindsey Graham is going to take your
Social Security tax dollars and put
them in Enron stock.” Well, I didn’t
wake up one day and think investing in
Enron with Social Security was a good
idea. That is not what this program is
designed to do.

There is bipartisan support for per-
sonal accounts, allowing individual
Americans the opportunity, if they
choose, to invest in plans to get better
growth rates. There are visitors here
from all over the country, most likely,
and I welcome them here. One thing
about being a Member of the Senate, or
the House, or a Federal employee in
any fashion, is that you have the op-
portunity, if you choose, to invest in
the Thrift Savings Plan. It is a pretty
good deal. I, as a Senator, can invest
up to about $10,000 of my salary into a
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thrift plan. It is a Government-spon-
sored plan, administered by the private
sector, where I can choose between
three or four different investment op-
tions, based on the risk I want to take.
There are stock funds, mutual funds,
bond/stock funds, Treasury notes,
which I can choose based on the risk I
want to take.

All of these funds are supported by
the Government in the sense that we
are going to stand behind them and not
let them collapse. It is even better
than that. The Government puts in 50
cents on the dollar up to the $10,000 I
put in, and they do the same for every
Federal employee.

I suggest something like that should
exist for the average working person in
this country because under the current
tax system, the average American will
pay more in Social Security taxes than
in any other form of tax, because this
comes out of our paycheck—6.5 per-
cent—no matter what our income is, up
to a certain level.

For middle- and low-income workers
struggling to get by, 6.5 percent—I
think that is the correct number—
comes out of your paycheck to go into
the Social Security trust fund. For
younger workers, we are taking that
money from you. We are giving you no
options to invest it. We are controlling
it for you, and you are going to get
that 2 percent—eventually less than 1
percent—over time.

I think that is wrong for the people
paying taxes. But here is the big crime
of it all: That system locks in failure
for Social Security. Some Senate,
somehow, someday—if we don’t do
something relatively soon—is going to
be dealing with a trust fund that is $25
trillion short of the money necessary
to pay the obligation, and it is going to
be dealing with a trust fund from
which somebody gets a letter one day
saying: That check you got last month
will be reduced by 28 percent, and I am
sorry we don’t have the money to pay
you.

I don’t know who will be occupying
this seat then—I doubt if it will be
me—but I would like to take some of
that burden off their shoulders and off
the working families and the working
people in this country, in terms of tak-
ing their money and getting a better
rate of return for it.

So the hope and purpose of this
amendment is to put into the record
this year, 2003, let it be said—if there is
a record that stands the test of time,
let it be said that in 2003 the Senate
will soon adopt facts that I think are
irrefutable, nonpartisan in nature, that
lay out the future of Social Security
solvency in a very honest, dramatic,
and chilling way.

I congratulate my colleagues who are
willing to accept this amendment as
part of the roadmap for the budget this
year. The facts are real. They are not
going to go away unless we make
things happen differently.

One thing I remember from President
Clinton—and it was a good line—is that
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the definition of insanity is doing an
event the same way and expecting dif-
ferent results. So I think it is insane
politically for us to keep this system in
place expecting different results to fall
out of the sky. They will not fall out of
the sky.

Our freedom is about to be strength-
ened because some young man and
woman chose to volunteer to serve
their country and risk their life for our
freedom. You can debate all you would
like whether this is an appropriate
thing to do. But they have taken on
that sacrifice, and they will accept the
order, if given, to go forward. That
model is the model that has kept us
free for over 200 years—average, every-
day Americans who are willing to do
their part, willing to risk their sons
and daughters, their own lives, to
make sure the next generation can
have the blessings of liberty that we
have enjoyed.

There was an interview I heard today
of a family with twin sons serving in
the same Marine unit, both of them
ready to go tomorrow, if that is the
day chosen. The mom and the dad were
very worried but bursting with pride
about the fact that both of their sons
have chosen to serve in the Marine
Corps and both of them are on the tip
of the spear. What they were trying to
tell the commentator was that they
are proud of them because they are
willing to serve their country and pro-
tect their way of life. The parents men-
tioned the fact that their hope is that
life will be better for their kids than it
was for them, and that truly is the
American dream. That is what keeps us
all going, trying to make sure that we
pass on to the next generation a future
with a possibility, with hard work, to
be better than the one we have experi-
enced.

I can say with all the confidence in
the world that if we don’t act soon, and
act decisively, and if we are not willing
to sacrifice politically and make some
structural reforms to Social Security,
we are committing political mal-
practice, and the future of Social Secu-
rity is dismal and the ability to main-
tain the system is going to be unbeliev-
ably costly, and you can wind up with
a Social Security pension plan and the
military, and no money to do anything
else. That is what awaits us as a na-
tion.

But I am just as confident that we
will rise to the occasion, and I cannot
see how right now—it is beyond my
ability as a political person to see how
all this is going to come together. I am
telling you that, based on faith, I know
it will. The problems facing our
troops—there are so many scenarios
that face them in the aftermath of
Iraq. There are thousands of different
scenarios of ‘““‘what if that” and ‘“‘what
if that.” I can only tell you I have the
same faith that at the end of the day
we will be successful and at the end of
the day the sacrifices will be made.

Unfortunately, some people, most
likely, will lose their lives or be in-
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jured. We are going to get through this
thing at the end of the day stronger
rather than weaker. We are doing the
right thing.

I have faith in our troops and in our
President that the dictator, Saddam
Hussein, will be gone soon. I have faith
that this body, starting this year—I
hope it is this year—will come together
to address the looming problems that
face Social Security. This amendment
lays out those problems. It puts it as
part of the road map for this year’s
budget and, at the end, it encourages
all to work together with the President
to come up with solutions to avoid
raising taxes and cutting benefits. It is
a small step that will hopefully get us
to the right place one day.

I am standing on the shoulders of
people who have gone before me who
have addressed problems of Social Se-
curity, such as Senator Moynihan and
other Senators in this body from both
parties. I do not know how long I will
be here. Only the Good Lord and the
voters know that. I can tell my col-
leagues one thing for certain: While I
am here—I consider it to be an honor
to be here—I want to do as many con-
structive activities for my country as
possible. I think one of the best things
I can do is to come up with an ap-
proach my colleagues from the other
side can buy into, which means a give
and take, to put in place a plan that
begins to turn around the dynamics
that are facing Social Security.

The good news is if we work together,
if we start now, we can beat this prob-
lem, we can solve this problem. The
bad news is if we continue to do what
we have done for the past decade, we
are going to pass on to the next genera-
tion of political leaders and taxpayers
a dismal picture. I would argue that
would be the first time in the history
of the country that political leaders
passed on a country that was dimin-
ished, not enhanced. I am confident we
will not be the first ones to make that
mistake.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SUNUNU). The Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for his statement. I will
take a few moments later to respond.
Hopefully, we can get an agreement on
the contents of the Senator’s amend-
ment. In the meantime, the Senator
from Washington has been patiently
waiting. I yield her 10 minutes or what-
ever time she uses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I will
later be offering a very important
amendment on the budget resolution.
It will fully fund the No Child Left Be-
hind Act, and I will be offering that
amendment with Senators KENNEDY,
BINGAMAN, KERRY, MIKULSKI, and JOHN-
SON.

Given the bipartisan support for the
No Child Left Behind Act a year ago, I
am disappointed that there are still no
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Republicans who have asked to cospon-
sor the funding that bill promised to
all of our constituents.

A budget is a statement of our prior-
ities. In an environment where we can-
not fund everything, we have to make
choices based on our values. Even when
times are challenging, certainly as
they are today, it is important that we
continue to fund our children’s edu-
cation and to invest in their future.

This budget that is before the Senate
has a meager investment in funding for
the No Child Left Behind Act, and it
fails our children and fails their future.
It actually fails the very promise that
Congress and this President made to
students just a few years ago.

Leaving no child behind was a very
important, noble goal, and it passed
with bipartisan support. It was an edu-
cation reform bill that was set out to
say we will leave no child behind. But
the Republican budget that is now be-
fore this Senate does not even come
close to meeting the needs of our stu-
dents or keeping the important prom-
ises of that legislation.

When we passed the No Child Left Be-
hind Act, we passed it based on two
commitments. The first was that we
would hold schools accountable for
their progress—an important promise.
But we also had a second commitment
that we would provide those schools
with the resources to meet those new
requirements. We are certainly keeping
the first part of that bargain, but this
budget suggests that my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle do not intend
to keep the second part of that prom-
ise.

We have to ask why this administra-
tion is willing to keep a commitment
to come down very hard on low-per-
forming schools, but it is unwilling to
keep a commitment to provide the re-
sources that our students need to suc-
ceed. Tougher accountability without
adequate funding is not reform. Mr.
President, that is politics.

I want to talk a few minutes about
the ways this budget shortchanges
America’s students. The budget before
us could cut funds for afterschool pro-
grams for more than 500,000 latchkey
children in this country. That is on
top, by the way, of the more than 6
million latchkey children we already
are not serving.

This budget leaves 6 million of our
most disadvantaged students behind by
not providing the title I funding they
need.

It also falls short on funding for
teacher quality, class-size reduction,
English language acquisition, safe and
drug-free schools, and rural education.

At a time when we are demanding
more than ever from our students, our
teachers, and our schools, this budget
does not invest in them. Some of my
colleagues may argue that this budget
increases funding for education, but
let’s be pretty clear. This budget before
us robs Peter to pay Paul to provide
that meager increase. Even that in-
crease falls short.
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Title I in this budget is underfunded
by almost $6 million. This budget as-
sumes the elimination of 46 education
programs, including, by the way, rural
education, support for small schools,
and dropout provisions.

This budget also assumes a $400 mil-
lion cut in afterschool programs de-
spite the strong evidence that keeping
children safe after school reduces juve-
nile violent crime and prevents chil-
dren from engaging in risky behaviors.

This budget also freezes most of the
other major No Child Left Behind pro-
grams, including funding for teacher
quality, class-size reduction, bilingual
education, and State test development.
The Federal Government is not only
requiring that States put assessments
in place, we are requiring those stu-
dents pass those assessments. That is
where our obligation to provide the
funding promised in No Child Left Be-
hind comes in. Students need more
tests, they need afterschool programs,
tutoring, quality teachers, and small
classes to pass those tests.

Given the budget crisis that is occur-
ring in many of our States—my State
has a $2.5 billion shortfall with which
they are dealing—I think it is unreal-
istic to expect the States are going to
suddenly pick up increased education
funding to meet the new Federal man-
dates that this body passed on to them
just a few short years ago.

Setting a high bar is obviously im-
portant. We all agree with that. But
setting a high bar and failing to give
our kids the resources to succeed is
simply setting them up for failure. We
know what the needs are out there. We
know what works to help our children
succeed, and I am really dismayed that
the level of education funding in this
budget is going to leave many of our
children behind.

That is why later this afternoon I
will be offering my amendment to fully
fund the commitments we made, all of
us made, in the No Child Left Behind
Act. It will provide the resources that
parents, teachers, and students are
asking for. It will fully fund title I at
the level that was agreed upon in the
No Child Left Behind Act. It will con-
tinue to fund the effort to hire 100,000
fully qualified teachers so we can re-
duce the size of classes in early grades
where our children are struggling to
learn the basics, and when they are in
a class of 35 or 40 students, they simply
cannot get the attention they need to
assure that when they move on in to
the later grades they have the basic
skills they need to be successful.

My amendment will also put a high-
quality teacher in every classroom.
Every parent knows the most impor-
tant question you ask when your child
comes home from school on the first
day is, Who is your teacher? Why is
that? Because they want to make sure
their child has the best teacher. We
promised in the No Child Left Behind
Act that we would put a high-quality
teacher in every classroom.

This budget fails to fulfill that prom-
ise. My amendment will also allow
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communities to offer more afterschool
programs to keep our children safe and
in a place where they can learn those
high standards that we, at the Federal
level, are now requiring. It will give
children with limited English pro-
ficiency more support to succeed, and
it will fund initiatives such as rural
education and dropout prevention that
this President’s budget zeroes out.

We know the needs are there. We
know what works to help our children
succeed. We need the will of the Mem-
bers of this Senate to make it happen.

I am out in my State, like every
other Senator, and everywhere I go
students, teachers, parents, principals,
and community leaders come up to me
and say: We want the No Child Left Be-
hind Act to succeed. We want our stu-
dents to be held to high standards. We
want our principals, our teachers, and
all of our administrators to be held to
high standards. But we cannot do it
when you rob us of the seriously need-
ed funds to do it. Do not put a Federal
mandate on us that is not followed
through with the resources.

The amendment I am offering will
fulfill the second half of that bill that
so many Senators spoke so eloquently
to a short time ago.

Two years ago, we started down a
road of promising all children in this
country a quality education. We did
the first part by calling for schools to
be more accountable for their progress,
but now we are seriously stumbling on
the second part, providing the funding
so local schools can reach those goals
that we set at the national level. I hope
we are going to do the right thing, I
hope we follow through on the prom-
ises that every single Senator in this
body made to students several years
ago, and I hope my colleagues will join
me in supporting this amendment and
doing the right thing for our children
and our future.

We are at a very critical time in this
country. We are facing a possible war
in Iraq within hours. I think every
American is feeling the anxiety and the
angst that all of my constituents are
as we move forward. Even at this time,
we cannot ignore the anxiety that is
happening in our children’s classrooms.
We need those children to succeed so
we can have a strong country in the fu-
ture. My amendment will assure that
we keep that part of the commitment
that was such an important part of No
Child Left Behind.

I look forward to being able to offer
this amendment at some time later
this afternoon, and I urge my col-
leagues to support it. I yield the re-
mainder of my time to the Senator
from North Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Washington for her
excellent presentation on this amend-
ment and hope that we can proceed
with more substantive amendments as
soon as possible and that we can have
a healthy debate and then vote on
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these matters so the body has a chance
to indicate their priorities.

I know there are other Senators
wishing to discuss matters. I notice the
very able senior Senator from South
Carolina is in the Chamber. How much
time is the Senator seeking?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Is it controlled
time?
Mr. CONRAD. Yes, it is controlled
time.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Ten minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from South Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina on the Gra-
ham of South Carolina amendment.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
have a very high regard for my distin-
guished junior colleague, but anybody
who puts up this particular sense-of-
the-Senate resolution relative to So-
cial Security could not possibly be vot-
ing for the tax cuts.

I know a majority of our Republican-
controlled Budget Committee has
voted for the tax cuts. The President is
for the tax cuts. Right to the point, we
are about to pass a tax cut in this
budget resolution.

I want to bring into focus the sham
of the so-called resolution of the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from South
Carolina because he worries about the
year 2042 hours before we are going to
war and totally disregards the law. I
will propose an amendment to strike
all after the enacting clause and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the Budget Act, sec-
tion 13301.

Section 13301 was a very deliberate
and discussed matter that we had not
only in the Budget Committee, but I
had help on both sides of the aisle, and
we voted on it 98 to 2. It was signed
into law on November 5, 1990, by Presi-
dent George Herbert Walker Bush. It
signed into law the Greenspan commis-
sion. With this particular Graham of
South Carolina resolution, one would
think there was no President Bush
commission.

President Bush’s commission was
chaired, I think, by one of our distin-
guished former Members, the Senator
from New York, Mr. Moynihan, who is
under the weather and we all pray for
his speedy recovery, but we have that
commission report on what to do.

This resolution says we really are
concerned about Social Security at
this particular point but, by passing
this resolution, we want everybody to
disregard the fact that this day, this
week, this year, this budget, we will be
spending Social Security trust funds in
order to afford a tax cut. That is all it
is. It is an absolute sham. They know
it, and I know it.

Section 21 of the Greenspan commis-
sion said, put this money in a trust off
budget. If we had adhered to it, I think
we would have about a $1.3 trillion
trust fund. The distinguished chairman
of the Budget Committee, Senator
NICKLES, said we have always taken
from the general fund in order to pay
for Social Security, but that is not
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right. I have two pages of the 2003 an-
nual report of the Social Security
Commission, page 4 and page 5. I ask
unanimous consent that those two
pages be printed in the RECORD.

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

B. TRUST FUND FINANCIAL OPERATIONS IN 2002

The table below shows the income, expend-
itures, and assets for the OASI, the DI and
the combined OASDI Trust Funds in cal-
endar year 2002.

TABLE 11.81.—SUMMARY OF 2002 TRUST FUND FINANCIAL
OPERATIONS

Amounts (in billions)

OASI DI

OASDI

$141.0 $1,212.5
87.4 627.1

Assets at the end of 2001 .
Total income in 2002

$1,071.5
539.7

4562 713 532.5
12.9 9 1338
712 9.2 80.4

Net contributions ...

Taxation of benefits

Interest .
Transfer from General Fund

of the Treasury ......

Total expenditures in 2002 .

Benefit payments .......
Railroad Retirement financi
interchange ............ .
Administrative expenses .......
Net increase in assets in 2002 ...
Assets at the end of 2002 ........... 1,217.

al

3.5
2.1 .

146.0 195 16
15 160.5

Note: Totals do not necessarily equal the sums of rounded components.

In 2002, 85 percent of total trust fund in-
come consisted of net contributions, com-
prising taxes paid by employees, employers
and the self-employed on earnings covered by
Social Security. These taxes were paid on
covered earnings up to a specified maximum
annual amount, which was $84,900 in 2002 and
is increased each year automatically (to
$87,000 in 2003) as the average wage increases.
The tax rates scheduled under current law
for 2002 and later are shown in table I1I.B2.

TABLE 11.B2.—TAX RATES FOR 2002 AND LATER

O0ASI

OASDI

Tax rate for employees and employers, each

(I PEICENT) evvvvvererereessessesesereeeeeeeererrererenens 5.30
Tax rate for self-employed persons (in per-

cent) 10.60 1.80

0.90 6.20
12.40

Two percent of OASDI Trust Fund income
came from subjecting up to 50 percent of So-
cial Security benefits above a certain level
to Federal personal income taxation, and 13
percent of OASDI income came from interest
earned on investment of OASDI Trust Fund
reserves. Social Security’s assets are in-
vested in interest-bearing securities of the
U.S. Government. In 2002 the combined trust
fund assets earned interest at an effective
annual rate of 6.4 percent. More than 98 per-
cent of expenditures from the combined
OASDI Trust Funds in 2002 went to pay re-
tirement, survivor, and disability benefits
totaling $453.8 billion. The financial inter-
change with the Railroad Retirement pro-
gram resulted in a payment of $3.6 billion
from the combined OASDI Trust Funds, or
about 0.8 percent of total expenditures. The
administrative expenses of the Social Secu-
rity program were $4.2 billion, or about 0.9
percent of total expenditures.

Assets of the trust funds provide a reserve
to pay benefits whenever expenditures ex-
ceed income. Assets increased by $165.4 bil-
lion 2002 because income to each fund ex-
ceeded expenditures, as shown in table II.B1.
At the end of 2002, the combined assets of the
OASI and the DI Trust Funds were 288 per-
cent of estimated expenditures for 2003.

Mr. HOLLINGS. We can see from the
table:
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Assets of the trust funds provide a re-
serve to pay benefits whenever expendi-
tures exceed income. Assets increased
by $165.4 billion in 2002 because income
to each fund exceeded expenditures—as
shown in the table I1.B1.

Unlike what Senator NICKLES says at
the end of 2002, the combined assets of
the OASI and the DI Trust Funds were
288 percent of estimated expenditures
for 2003.

This resolution of Senator GRAHAM of
South Carolina is just cover for the
looting of the Social Security trust
fund. As the distinguished Presiding
Officer knows, all that is needed to se-
cure the Social Security trust fund is
quit spending it on any and every other
thing other than Social Security.

Is my time up?

Mr. CONRAD. Would the Senator like
additional time?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, I would like ad-
ditional time, if I can have additional
time.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield an additional 10
minutes to the Senator.

Mr. HOLLINGS. The reason I would
like additional time is to amend this
resolution, and insert section 13301.
That is the budget law.

How can we bring into sharp focus
that is the law? I have tried by putting
different penalties in, but I cannot get
the Senate to pass them. We have to
quit worrying about the year 2042 and
start worrying about today and getting
by. Our soldiers in the front lines are
ready to go into Iraq, and they are wor-
ried about being around this time to-
morrow, not 2042.

It is a shame for the Senate to en-
gage in this charade at this hour. We
are looting the Social Security trust
fund. We are running, this fiscal year,
according to the President, $554 billion
in the red. That is without the costs of
the war, without a supplemental. We
ran a deficit last year of $428 billion.
That right there is $1 trillion of stim-
ulus into this economy.

They should be ashamed to come
here asking for tax reform under the
cover of stimulus. No one believes the
relief of taxes on dividends will stimu-
late the economy or the estate tax will
stimulate the economy. Those with es-
tates and those with dividends, Bill
Gates and several other witnesses, have
said that is the wrong course to take.
They know it. I know it. You know it.

I had to speak on the initial amend-
ment of my distinguished colleague
from South Carolina for whom I have
the greatest respect, but we are not
going to be able to join in these cha-
rades. We have to start paying the
bills, including paying for the war, and
not engage in tax cuts.

Yesterday, I sent a Dear Colleague
letter to everyone in this body about
paying for the war. It is very simple.
Here we are saying: GI, we want you to
go into Iraq and we hope you do not get
killed. Then we want you to come
back. The reason we want you to come
back is because my generation, this
Congress, isn’t going to pay for it. You
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are going to have to pay for it. You are
not only going to have to fight the war
but pay for it.

What do we need in this Congress
right now—a tax cut so we can go to
Disney World? That is the charade
going on here, a few hours before we
commit our troops to freedom in Iraq.
We ought to sober up.

I am informed by the staff that we
have to wait until the end of the con-
sideration to put up the amendment.

Everyone is on notice, I would like to
strike all of the ‘‘whereases’ because
that is poppycock. We do not all have
to be worried about 2042, today, as we
go into Iraq. We ought to cut out the
playing of games and get serious
around here that we are running the
economy into the ground.

I yield back the remainder of my
time and I ask that I be able to call the
amendment at the proper time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the
manager has the right of recognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. I hope we have an un-
derstanding from the Chair that the
managers have the first right of rec-
ognition here or we will have a real
problem.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator’s right.

Mr. CONRAD. The Senators from
South Carolina, in describing the prob-
lem, are correct. The problem with So-
cial Security is severe. The Social Se-
curity trust fund is currently running
surpluses. But we all know it is then
going to turn to cash deficits. Those
are going to become very large cash
deficits. This is like falling off the cliff.
This is the Social Security Administra-
tion’s outlook for the Social Security
trust fund.

Why is that? Very simply, the baby
boom generation will start to retire.
They are alive today. They are eligible
for Social Security. When they start
drawing Social Security, there will be
77 million, about double the number el-
igible now. When that occurs, we will
have a very serious problem on our
hands.

The Senator from South Carolina
who offers the amendment has cor-
rectly described the problem, but he is
not dealing with the budget resolution
before the Senate. It exacerbates the
problem severely.

This chart shows the Social Security
and Medicare trust funds. The green
bar is the Social Security trust fund;
the red bars are the President’s tax
cuts, both enacted and proposed. One
can see very clearly as the Social Secu-
rity trust fund is running surpluses,
the size of the President’s tax cut pro-
posals are growing. At the very time
the Social Security trust fund turns
cash negative, the cost of the Presi-
dent’s tax cuts explode.

The result of this is a totally
unsustainable plunge into deficits and
debt. That is the fundamental problem
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with the budget resolution before the
Senate; it is the fundamental problem
with the President’s budget before the
Senate.

The budget before the Senate takes
out of the Social Security trust fund
nearly all of the surpluses over the
next 10 years. Social Security will run
surpluses over the next 10 years of
$2.718 trillion. The mark before us by
the chairman takes $2.718 billion of
those surpluses and uses it for other
purposes, uses it to fund tax cuts, uses
it to fund other expenditures.

The Senator from South Carolina
said that is not an appropriate way to
proceed. I agree. I hope he will consider
opposing the budget resolution on that
basis.

However, the Senator from South
Carolina is also correct to say even if
we do not do this, even if we do not
raid the Social Security trust fund sur-
plus, we still have a problem. This is a
necessary step to stop this raid, but it
is not sufficient. It is necessary be-
cause if instead of taking these funds
and using it for other purposes we were
to use that money to pay down debt or
to prepay the liability, we would be in
a less severe circumstance going for-
ward.

The Senator from South Carolina,
who offered the amendment, has ref-
erenced a $25 trillion shortfall in Social
Security; that is, if you take each year
and accumulate it over time. The net
present value of those gaps between in-
come and outgo for Social Security is
not $25 trillion. The net present value
is $3.5 trillion. Yet the President is pro-
posing a tax cut with interest costs of
$1.96 trillion, even though we are al-
ready in deficit.

Both Senators from South Carolina
have revealed the flaw in this budget.
We have record deficits now. The Presi-
dent proposes cutting taxes almost $2
trillion with the interest costs in-
cluded. The result is we are taking vir-
tually every penny—under the Presi-
dent’s budget, every penny of the So-
cial Security surplus over the decade,
right on the eve of the retirement of
the baby boom generation. I remind my
colleagues, what earthly sense does
this make? At the very time the cost of
the Government explodes with the re-
tirement of the baby boom generation,
the costs of the President’s tax cuts ex-
plode, driving us deep, deep into defi-
cits and debt.

I hope this budget resolution falls on
the basis that it puts us in a cir-
cumstance of ever mounting deficits
and debt right at the time the baby
boom generation retires.

If there has ever been an illogical, ir-
rational, dangerous budget, this is it.
To me, this is it. We are about to make
fateful decisions we are going to be liv-
ing with for a long time. Nobody
should be under any illusion about
where this is headed. This is headed
right off the cliff.

We can either together find some way
to restrain both our spending impulses
and our tax-cutting impulses or we can
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wage what we have waged so far, which
is a rush to deficits and debt.

It will be a sad day when we wake up
from this hangover and from this binge
of tax cutting and spending that can
only lead one place, and that is to
shredding of Social Security and Medi-
care and most of the rest of Govern-
ment as we know it.

We have worked with the Senator
from South Carolina to try to reach an
agreement. I don’t know if those modi-
fications have been agreed to. If they
have, we are prepared to accept them.

I think Senator CRAIG is perhaps
waiting to speak on this matter so I
withhold going further. Perhaps the
Senator from South Carolina would
like to speak further. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr.
President, I compliment the Senator. I
thought that was a fairly eloquent ren-
dition of where we find ourselves. But I
would like to add to it and respond to
my good friend, really, the senior Sen-
ator from South Carolina. If anyone
has earned that title, Senator HOL-
LINGS has. He is the senior Senator
from South Carolina.

But there is a difference between
what the Senator from North Dakota
and the senior Senator from South
Carolina were saying that I think is
important.

The purpose in my offering this
sense-of-the-Senate amendment is to
take facts that have been reported by
the Social Security Administration
and make them part of this year’s
roadmap when we decide what to do to
get through the budget process this
year and to remind the Senate and get
the Senate to focus on the short- and
long-term problems our Nation faces.

“Poppycock.” I don’t know what it
means, but it is often used by my good
friend from South Carolina, the senior
Senator. It sounds good. Everything he
says is intriguing to me, just by his
speaking style. But I do want to re-
spond to the gist of what he was say-
ing. The sham and the fraud which I
think has been going on, which has
been going on for years, is to suggest
there is an easy solution. It is to sug-
gest if you just left Social Security
alone, didn’t use it for tax cuts or
didn’t use it for spending, everything
would be OK. My senior Senator
doesn’t want to talk about 2042. I do.
The reason I want to talk about 2018
and 2042 is I believe the reason I am
here today is to pass on to the next
generation a country very sound and
very fit. If we do not address the prob-
lem of having two workers for every re-
tiree, versus 16.5 when I was born, then
we are going to fail and commit polit-
ical malpractice.

I think it is political malpractice to
suggest that if you just let Social Se-
curity alone, the problem will go away.
Here is what the Social Security trust-
ees said about that solution:

The implementation of a Social Security
lockbox would not alter this commitment
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and thus would have no direct effect on the
future solvency of Social Security.

As to the Senator from North Da-
kota, he is telling us, telling me, that
now is not the time to cut taxes be-
cause of a variety of reasons, and one
would be it will put pressure on the So-
cial Security trust fund beyond the
pressure that exists today.

People on my side would say that ad-
ditional spending in the past, when the
Democrats were in control, took
money out of Social Security to put
pressure on the trust fund.

The point is, the current income
stream, diverted or not, is not going to
save Social Security. We are going to
have a $25 trillion shortfall in 75 years.
And it does compound on itself. That is
the point. The Senator from North Da-
kota is right. Every day, literally, that
we ignore the problem of Social Secu-
rity, it gets worse by billions. The un-
funded liability has grown dramati-
cally as we have been talking, and no-
body is going to fix it except people
such as us.

Here is why I will support the tax
cut. One thing that is for sure, there
are two Senators from South Carolina
and we are going to cancel each other’s
vote a lot on taxes. He has his reasons
and I have mine. The reason I will vote
to cut your taxes is to stimulate the
economy.

Where does Social Security money
come from? What is the source of So-
cial Security dollars? It is payroll
taxes.

Well, who pays payroll taxes? People

working.

How do you get a job? Somebody
hires you.

How do they pay you? They make a
profit.

The economy needs infusion, in my
opinion. But I respect the Senator from
North Dakota tremendously because he
is saying let’s put no pressure on So-
cial Security, let’s not have a tax cut.
I respectfully disagree. I believe a tax
cut will help stimulate the economy,
making the economy and payroll taxes
stronger, not weaker. But I respect him
tremendously because he has bought
into the big picture. We disagree about
what to do today. We may disagree
about spending plans tomorrow. But
the Senator from North Dakota has
bought into the big picture. He under-
stands what faces our Nation.

As we argue about how to fix prob-
lems each year with the trust fund, I
encourage him to work with me and
others to come up with an overall solu-
tion that will hit the problem head on.
This is a cancer that needs to be treat-
ed—and not with a Band-Aid. The prob-
lem we are facing as a Nation is we
would not have enough money coming
into the system, if it was all dedicated,
to come close to paying benefits. In
2042—1 will mention that date again—
28 percent reduction in benefits; 2018,
you pay more benefits in taxes. Every
day we talk about it, it gets worse.

Having said that, I do believe the
Senator from North Dakota and myself
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will be able to work on a compromise
that reflects accurately the facts fac-
ing the trust fund, the problem the Na-
tion faces, and we will disagree about
this year’s budget and how to have a
tax cut or not. But I do wish to work
with him in the future because I be-
lieve he has got it. I believe he under-
stands it.

With that, I will yield 10 minutes to
my colleague, Senator CRAIG, from
Idaho.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I first ask
unanimous consent I become a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 274.

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

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with the senior Senator
from South Carolina on a sense-of-the-
Senate amendment expressing that
Congress well ought to act sooner rath-
er than later in strengthening our So-
cial Security Program for the long
term, for the young men and women
today who are beginning to invest in
the system and who have grown in-
creasingly to believe it will be unreli-
able and not there when they get to be
of Social Security age.

Why? The statistics have been talked
about this morning, but here we are
again. Year after year, trustee report
after trustee report has been played
out, spoken to, shown on the floor of
the Senate. Hearings after hearings,
month after month in our committee
rooms, have given us the same mes-
sage. Whether it is the junior or senior
Senator from South Carolina, they
both agree on the outcome. They may
disagree on the reasons, but the trust-
ees are always reflecting the graph or
the chart that is so effectively dis-
played here. This comes directly from
the Social Security trustee report of
2002 that we are speaking to this morn-
ing.

Current retirees and those approach-
ing retirement age are going to get
their money. Why? Because Social Se-
curity in that sense is solvent. But
what we are concerned about, and why
we begin to express a degree of urgency
about reform for Social Security, is
that you do not reform Social Security
today for tomorrow, you reform it
today for 40 years down the road, or 50
years down the road. It is like an insur-
ance account. We are the board of
trustees responsible for establishing
and sustaining its actuarial soundness
so we do not have to dump large sums
of general fund money into it at the
last minute to keep it whole.

I think all of us agree with the gen-
eral understanding and the overlook
that the trustees and the studies have
shown. Social Security is solid today
for our seniors. I am chairman of the
Special Committee on Aging. We have
spent a lot of time looking at this
issue. Some folks take umbrage when
they hear that Social Security will be
broke. I don’t know of anything that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

would express it differently than this
bright red ink that would suggest at
about 2020 it breaks beyond the black
ink, or the break-even, and it heads
into deficit. That is exactly what the
junior Senator from South Carolina is
talking about and what I am talking
about.

Last month, Alan Greenspan of the
Federal Reserve was before our Sub-
committee on Aging. He was not there
to talk about interest rates. He was
there to talk about global aging. He
testified that the country faced ‘‘ab-
rupt and painful” adjustments down
the road as related to Social Security
if we do not address it sooner rather
than later.

He simply meant that baby boomers
were going to get cut. In essence, this
is what is going to happen: I am a baby
boomer. I am afraid my grandkids are
going to say to me: Grandpa, we can’t
afford you anymore. We can’t afford a
huge bump in our taxes just to pay for
your well-being.

And I would not blame them, when
we look at the kind of tax scale that
will result if you stand here and say
there is nothing required now and in
the future to deal with this red ink, ex-
cept leave the trust fund alone, and
that in some magical, mythical way
you can take it out of the general fund
of the Treasury of the United States,
and that you don’t spend it, or at least
you don’t borrow it back to Govern-
ment to spend on other programs until
such time as it is necessary and on call
and Government can afford to pay for
it.

Those are the issues at hand. That is
what this resolution is about, to push
us forward and into action in the near
future, to make the kinds of adjust-
ments that will assure my grand-
children that Social Security is going
to be there for them and that grandpa
isn’t going to break them by demand-
ing they keep Social Security whole,
because he did not have the common
sense and the good judgment to deal
with it in the appropriate fashion.

I hope I do have that common sense
and good judgment. Certainly, the
group that has been looking at it and
the group that reports and talks about
insolvency down the road and the need
to adjust are doing a great service to
this country.

Last November, Peter Fisher, the
Under Secretary of Treasury for Do-
mestic Finance, compared the un-
funded promises in Social Security and
Medicare to those of a spendthrift in-
surance company unable to make good
on its promises.

When I asked Alan Greenspan, well,
let’s compare Social Security and
Medicare and fixing it, he said: Frank-
ly, Social Security is not that difficult.
Why? Because you have real figures
and exact numbers in a relative sense.
You have demographic studies that
project the number of people who will
come online, and you can make the ad-
justments for it.

Medicare is tied to a very dynamic
health care system. It is growing and
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changing, and its costs will grow and
change. It is a much more difficult
task at hand, if you will, than that of
us building up the backbone to deal
with Social Security.

To his credit, our President ap-
pointed the blue-ribbon panel to ex-
plore ways of addressing this challenge.
The President’s bipartisan commission
to strengthen Social Security was co-
chaired by former Senator Pat Moy-
nihan, our colleague and former Fi-
nance Committee chairman. He is an
undisputed expert on Social Security,
with unique bipartisan credibility.

Now the President’s bipartisan com-
mission has come forward with three
models to strengthen Social Security.
Many of us are studying those models
to determine what is the best way to
reform not the politically possible, be-
cause we are going to have to convince
ourselves and the public about re-
form—and that is what we are about to
do, I hope—but what is the right way
to reform Social Security, to create
the dynamics 30 or 40 years down the
road, to assure that young people who
are now beginning to invest in it with
their hard-earned tax dollars—their
withheld dollars from their payroll—to
assure that it will be there for them.

This week, the trustees have done
their job, and they have done it well.
They have talked about it, and they
have determined a status quo or do-
nothing plan versus a variety of others.
The do-nothing plan is what the trust-
ees laid before us on Monday. And the
do-nothing plan is the plan represented
right here, in all of the bright red ink
that is either displayed by my chart or
by the chart of the Senator from North
Dakota. I think my chart is prettier,
but the charts are the same. Democrat
or Republican, the figures don’t lie,
and we can’t lie about them.

We both agree that herein lies the
problem. A dynamic economy—people
working softens it, and that is what
this tax cut is about, getting people
back to work, putting money in the
market, creating jobs. We are going to
have to tighten our belt a little bit on
the other side. We are going to have to
quit spending at the rate we are spend-
ing while we are stimulating the econ-
omy and putting people back to work.
That helps the bottom line and softens
the deficit a little bit.

But most economists agree, if you do
not give a tax cut, and you continue to
spend at the rate you are spending, you
are going to have deficits for a long
time to come. You can’t cut your way
out of them. You have to grow the
economy and put some money back in
the Treasury, and in doing that, for the
short term, you strengthen Social Se-
curity.

But this is what is true about the
long term, and in the long term are
people like me at 55, 50, 57 years of age.
I am 57. And in a short time we are
coming online—62, 65, 67 years of age,
eligible for Social Security, being part
of that baby boom generation, that
tidal wave of people hitting the Social
Security system.
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The Senator from North Dakota
talked about the doubling of the num-
bers of recipients. That is what this red
ink is all about. We need to create dy-
namics in the system, and change it,
and assure that the right kind of in-
vestment is going in, that the right
kind of energy and multipliers are at
work there, to assure that not only is
the system going to be there in the
long term for me, but, most impor-
tantly, that the system is going to be
there for the young people who are in-
vesting in it today.

I am not alone in condemning the do-
nothing plan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair wants to inform the Senator he
has used 10 minutes.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. If
the Senator would like additional
time——

Mr. CRAIG. If I could have an addi-
tional 2 minutes to wrap up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may continue.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding me the time.

Whether it is former Senator Bob
Kerrey, Democrat from Nebraska,
whether it is former Senator Pat Moy-
nihan, Democrat from New York,
whether it is Republican LARRY CRAIG
of Idaho or Republican LINDSEY GRA-
HAM of South Carolina, the reality is,
we all understand we must act now,
sooner rather than later, to recreate,
strengthen, and ensure the future for a
Social Security system that is good for
my grandkids to put their money in,
that is a sound investment that will
yield for them a reasonable supple-
mental income in their retirement
years.

I am not alone in condemning the do-
nothing plan. Our former colleague,
Senator Bob Kerrey, from Nebraska
wrote a letter to another former col-
league, Senator Daniel Patrick Moy-
nihan, from New York, on the eve of
his assuming the cochairmanship of
the President’s Commission to
Strengthen Social Security. He wrote:

Dear Pat, In that I have a great and abid-
ing interest in your success on the 2001 So-
cial Security Commission and that I am will-
ing to provide free advice, I offer the fol-
lowing two suggestions:

1. Start talking about the details of the
most popular plan in Washington to fix So-
cial Security. . . . It is called the do-nothing
plan. The do-nothing plan discloses no de-
tails. . . . Citizens who want to know the
rest of the details must look to the Social
Security Trustees who will tell them this:
The do-nothing plan proposes to cut benefits
25 to 33 percent by 2043.

2. Wealth should have a goal. . . . Our goal
is to eliminate poverty amongst eligible So-
cial Security beneficiaries. By the way, the
do-nothing plan will increase poverty rates.

For every year we delay strength-
ening Social Security, it will only be-
come more difficult to do.

The challenge calling out to this gen-
eration in Congress is how to sustain
Social Security beyond this generation
of retirees without overburdening our
children and grandchildren with exces-
sive taxes on their labor or huge cuts
in retirement income.
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It is not too late. We can still do the
right thing. We can save Social Secu-
rity by embracing the framework pro-
vided by the President’s Commission
and working to strengthen it soon.

David Walker, the Comptroller at the

General Accounting Office, testified
just this January before the Aging
Committee that we have:
a, window of opportunity to craft a solution
that will protect Social Security benefits for
the nation’s current and near-term retirees,
while ensuring that the system will be there
for future generations.

We should embrace that window of
opportunity for the sake of our chil-
dren and grandchildren.

As I said: Here we are again. The
trustees are trying to get Congress and
the public to face the future with con-
fidence and action. The challenge for
us is to respond.

That is why the Aging Committee
has been and will be holding hearings
and briefings this year. We will con-
tinue to highlight the work of the—
nonpartisan and bipartisan—General
Accounting Office, the President’s
Commission to Strengthen Social Se-
curity, the Congressional Research
Service, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, and the Social Security trustees.

The call to action begins with under-
standing what the trustees have told us
again this week. The consequences of
the do-nothing plan will be devastating
for today’s workers and tomorrow’s re-
tirees.

That is what the study was all about.
That is what the commission has been
about. That is what this amendment is
all about.

I thank the Senator from South
Carolina for bringing forward this con-
current resolution, urging us forward
now, to begin to act. Hopefully, by 2004,
2005, or 2006, we will have developed the
political will to do the right thing for
the Social Security system and its fu-
ture.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from South Carolina is
recognized.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr.
President, if I may, to put a couple
things in perspective as we close out
the discussion on the amendment, No.
1, I have been able to reach accommo-
dation with the Senator from North
Dakota about the language of the
amendment. I am willing to accept his
changes. I think they are reasonable
and helpful.

I encourage my colleagues, we can
have disagreements about how to best
protect the Social Security trust fund.
We can have a debate that we should
not cut taxes, that we should make
sure that we do nothing in terms of
spending or tax cuts that jeopardizes
the dollars coming in. That is a legiti-
mate, healthy debate. I believe the best
way to protect the trust fund is to cre-
ate additional jobs and grow the econ-
omy so we will have more payroll taxes
coming in to shore up the trust fund.
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The focus of the amendment is to
clarify in this roadmap the status of
Social Security, not based on what a
Republican thinks or what a Democrat
thinks. And here is the summary of
that status.

No matter what happens with the
current amount of money coming into
the system, if it is all protected, or
some of it is bled off, if every dollar
were to be collected that is going to be
paid, it is $25 trillion short to pay bills
in the next 75 years. And in 2042, you
would have to cut 28 percent of the
benefit package or increase taxes by 50
percent. In 2018, you would pay more in
benefits than you collect in taxes. Why
is that? The amount of money to be
dedicated to this system, if it is all left
alone, is nowhere near the amount of
money to pay the benefits. It is no
one’s fault. It is not Senator HOLLINGS’
fault, and it is not my fault. The prob-
lem is we went from 16.5 workers pay-
ing into the system in 1950 to 20 years
from now having two to one. There are
just not enough people paying taxes to
take care of the baby boomers.

One thing I am trying to make crys-
tal clear is, there is no easy fix. The
demagoguery must stop now. Those
who say a tax cut this year or a spend-
ing plan next year is the problem with
Social Security are missing the boat
and engaging in conduct that is going
to prevent us from ever finding a solu-
tion that works.

My belief is that you grow the econ-
omy to help Social Security. The belief
of the Senator from North Dakota is
that you don’t do anything to jeop-
ardize the trust fund this year through
a tax cut. I respect that. I just dis-
agree.

I hope if there is a vote in any fash-
ion on this amendment, that my col-
leagues would allow the product that
the Senator from North Dakota and I
have come up with to be part of the
record because it is vitally important
that the Senate incorporate informa-
tion from the Social Security trustees
that tells us exactly the future of So-
cial Security and its status so that
there will be something we can agree
on and we can start working toward a
solution sooner rather than later. If we
can’t agree on the basis, if we can’t put
into the budget resolution what the So-
cial Security trustees are telling us
about the status of the fund in 2018 and
2042 and the structural problems, if we
can’t do that because somebody wants
to make a point about the tax cuts for
political advantage, how in the world
are we ever going to solve this prob-
lem?

I hope the Senate will overcome the
temptation to kind of punch and coun-
terpunch on the debate about taxes or
any other debate and put in the record
the real facts about Social Security, a
record that has been established be-
tween myself and the Senator from
North Dakota. It would be a great day,
a small step forward to finally come to
grips with the problems that Social Se-
curity faces.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I must
say, when I hear the suggestion that
cutting taxes now won’t affect Social
Security in the future, that is no eco-
nomics that I understand.

Just so we all understand how it
works, all the revenue of the Federal
Government goes in a pot. All the ex-
penditures come out of that pot. That
is the way it works. When you take
revenue away from that revenue
stream and you already can’t pay your
bills, guess what. You can’t pay your
bills in an even more serious way. Any
family’s economics would tell them
that if you are not able to pay your
bills now and you go out and cut your
income more, you have more bills you
can’t pay. That is what our friends on
the other side are trying to convince
people of. I don’t think that is going to
work.

This is the hard reality of the budget
before us. There is over $2.7 trillion of
Social Security surplus available in
the next 10 years. I believe we ought to
take that money and either pay down
debt or prepay the liability. That
would strengthen Social Security.

The other side has offered a budget
that takes virtually every penny of
those Social Security surpluses and
uses them to pay for tax cuts or other
expenditures. That does not help Social
Security. That hurts Social Security.
That makes the shortfall more serious
going forward because we have not
taken the resources, those trust fund
surpluses, and used it to either pay
down debt or prepay the liability.

The other side tries to posture that
one side wants to do nothing; the other
side wants to do something about eco-
nomic growth. No. No, I don’t believe
their program improves economic
growth. Why not? Because the tax cuts
are not paid for by reducing spending.
The tax cuts are paid for by borrowing.
You can’t borrow your way to pros-
perity.

Here is the work of the macro-
economic advisers. These are people
under contract to the White House and
under contract to the Congressional
Budget Office to tell us what the effect
of various fiscal policies are on eco-
nomic growth. Do you know what they
tell us? If we enact the President’s
plan, it will actually hurt long-term
economic growth. It will hurt economic
growth. Why? Because of increased
deficits and debt that put a weight on
the economy. What is that weight?
When you run deficits and debt, that
reduces the pool of societal savings,
that reduces the money available for
investment. That hurts economic
growth. That is exactly what the folks
who have analyzed this have concluded.

Is the Senator from South Carolina
seeking time?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from South Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized.
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Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, right
to the point, when the distinguished
Senator from Idaho was talking about
growing out to it, I ask unanimous
consent to print page 6 of the budget
resolution before us in the RECORD at
this particular point.

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

Fiscal year 2012: —$327,375,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013: —$317,115,000,000.

(5) PUBLIC DEBT.—The appropriate levels of
the public debt are as follows:

Fiscal year 2003: $6,687,816,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004: $7,269,629,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005: $7,825,005,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006: $8,366,224,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007: $8,885,256,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008: $9,412,708,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009: $9,932,454,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010: $10,443,080,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011: $10,971,657,000,000.

Fiscal year 2012: $11,449,831,000,000.

Fiscal year 2013: $11,919,328,000,000.

(6) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—The appro-
priate levels of the debt held by the public
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2003:

Fiscal year 2004:

Fiscal year 2005:

Fiscal year 2006:

Fiscal year 2007:

Fiscal year 2008:

$3,858,449,000,000.
$4,184,748,000,000.
$4,446,730,000,000.
$4,661,214,000,000.
$4,828,626,000,000.
$4,980,020,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009: $5,101,852,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010: $5,190,541,000,000.

Mr. HOLLINGS. On page 6 you will
see that the appropriate levels of the
public debt are as follows: Fiscal year
2003, $6,687,816,000,000, but for the fiscal
year 2013, the public debt is
$11,919,328,000,000. So it is an increase of
$56.2 trillion. Good gosh, I said ‘‘tril-
lion.” I was hoping to say ‘‘billion.”
The debt goes up, up, and away. Well,
we know what the interest cost is
going to be on that. That is going to be
in excess of $600 or $700 billion a year.
We just can’t afford that.

Let me say to the distinguished col-
league from South Carolina, again, I
was here in the 1970s. I was here in the
1980s. We didn’t spend the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, but we were beginning
to drain it at the very end of the 1970s.
And we appointed the Greenspan com-
mission, and the Greenspan commis-
sion put on a graduated increase in
taxes over the years to take care of the
baby boomers in the next generation,
exactly what my colleague from South
Carolina is talking about. We foresaw
that. It was supposed to build up these
reserves and surpluses. That is exactly
what has occurred.

I refer, since it is already in the
record, to page 4 of the annual report
of the Social Security trust fund that
was issued on Monday.

It shows at the end of 2002, we had as-
sets in the Social Security trust of
$1.378 trillion. Of course, they have
been spending the money on any and
everything but Social Security. You
can propose plan A, and plan B. You
can talk about 2018 and 2042 and all
those other funny little things until
you are blue in the face. But unless and
until you stop spending Social Security
moneys on everything but Social Secu-
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rity, none of those plans is going to
work—whether you privatize or not.
That is why the Congress, under the
leadership of President George Herbert
Walker Bush, in November of 1990,
wrote into law section 13301.

I want to put Section 13301 into the
amendment to make it crystal clear. 1
don’t mind some of the whereases—and
I understand the Senator from North
Dakota wants to try to move things
along and accommodate my colleague
from South Carolina in taking a sense
of the Senate. But there is no way in
the world to make that a bill because
there is no way to write it. You have to
provide what the budget impact is, and
everything else like that, and have it
appraised. So it remains as a sense of
the Senate at the desk. So that we can
clear the air from this particular sham,
I raise a point of order under section
305 of the Budget Act that sense-of-the-
Senate resolutions are nongermane.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A point
of order is not in order at this time. It
can only be made when the time of the
amendment has been used or yielded
back.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Very good. I yield
the floor. I think I have made my
point. I ask the Chair, is it still a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution? What is
the form?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is a
sense-of-the-Senate amendment.

Mr. HOLLINGS. A sense-of-the-Sen-
ate amendment. Right, mine would be
the sense of the Senate. So I don’t
know—may I ask unanimous consent,
then, to be recognized at the end, not
to make a point of order?

I ask unanimous consent that when
the time expires, I may be recognized
to have considered the amendment, or
voted on the amendment that I have at
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr.
President, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I believe an effort is being made
between my office and Senator HOL-
LINGS’ to work something out we can
all live with. I ask him to take that
into consideration. There are negotia-
tions going on as we speak.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Do you object?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator object?

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. No,
I do not object.

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

The Senator from South Carolina is
recognized.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr.
President, simply put, a couple things:
My senior Senator seems to suggest we
did something in the 1980s that has
made Social Security sound. Social Se-
curity has surpluses today, but every
day that goes by, those surpluses are
not enough to pay the bills that are
due and yet to come. Here is what the
Social Security Administration told us
yesterday: There are 3.3 workers to
every retiree in 2002. Twenty years
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from now, it goes 2 to 1. They told us
yesterday that without structural re-
form—I emphasize again, structural re-
form does not include leaving Social
Security current dollars alone. If you
leave every dollar owed to Social Secu-
rity alone and do nothing else, it still
runs out of money in 2042. It is $25 tril-
lion short in 2075. That is not the prob-
lem. People who say that are not being
forthright about the problem.

Having said that, I join my colleague
from South Carolina and the Senator
from North Dakota to try to make sure
we preserve Social Security, keep it
strong and healthy until we can find a
structural reform. He has made an ar-
gument that cutting taxes reduces the
family’s income. The point is that pay-
roll taxes are the income for Social Se-
curity. We are in a depressed economy
right now.

We are trying—at least I am trying—
to take some dollars and invest them
back into the families and businesses
of America, to create additional jobs,
to strengthen the revenue flow, and to
protect the revenue flow of Social Se-
curity.

My friend from North Dakota doesn’t
believe it will work. I totally respect
him. But it is very difficult to be lec-
tured to by some of my friends on the
other side of the aisle about needing to
be good stewards with taxpayer dollars.
I came to Congress in 1994. When I
came here, there were deficits as far as
the eye could see. We had not balanced
the budget in 30 years. We were able to
balance the budget and cut taxes twice.
Now, because of war, recession, and
other problems, we have a debt. The
debt, compared to the gross domestic
product, is very small as compared to
years past. But it is still a debt, and it
is a real problem, and we need to work
together to solve that debt, and we
will.

I am asking my colleagues today,
whatever you think about the tax cut,
or other proposals that my party may
present today or tomorrow, please do
not prevent us from having in the
RECORD for the country to see the true
state of affairs with Social Security.
My amendment doesn’t fix the prob-
lem; it identifies it. I have been able to
work with the Senator from North Da-
kota to put it into the RECORD. Today
could be a good day—a day that the
Senate agrees on the outyear problems
of Social Security and begins to define
it in a nonpartisan way or today could
be the same old politics, where the po-
litical moment prevents us from talk-
ing honestly and openly about the
looming problem of Social Security.

I am hopeful this will be a different
day because, if not, we have lost the
opportunity to do something construc-
tive to fix Social Security. I appreciate
the Senator from North Dakota work-
ing with me. I hope I can reach an
agreement with my senior Senator
from South Carolina to define the prob-
lem in honest terms, without anybody
putting their spin on it, because the
wording comes from the Social Secu-
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rity Administration. If I fail, I deeply
regret the fact that I was not able to
achieve this small first step. I am hope-
ful that, working together, we can
achieve this small first step. That is all
I know to say.

This is a great exercise in what this
country faces. I am trying to use the
Social Security trustees’ report to de-
fine the problem. I don’t want the dem-
agoguery of the moment to Kkeep us
from doing that, because the country
loses in the debate of the moment.
There are honest differences. Let’s do
something constructive and define the
problem in the terms given by the So-
cial Security trustees.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, has the
Senator from South Carolina now seen
the modification suggested by the sen-
ior Senator from South Carolina? Is
the Senator from South Carolina, at
this point, willing to accept the modi-
fications we previously discussed, as
well as the modification of the senior
Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina.
After having reviewed the documents, I
am willing to agree to the modifica-
tions as offered by my senior Senator
and the modification offered by the
Senator from North Dakota. I am will-
ing to do that. I think it is a good first
step.

Mr. CONRAD. I appreciate that and I
think that would be a good outcome. I
will soon seek unanimous consent to
accept the amendment as modified, and
then we will be able to proceed. As you
know, at 2 o’clock, we have to turn our
attention back to the ANWR discus-
sion.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. CONRAD. Yes, without losing my
right to the floor. We are up against
the 2 o’clock time limit.

Mr. REID. I would like to get this
amendment accepted.

Mr. CONRAD. Would the Senator
from South Carolina, including his
modification, accept that?

Mr. HOLLINGS. That would be ac-
ceptable.

AMENDMENT NO. 274, AS MODIFIED

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that we accept
the amendment of the Senator from
South Carolina, as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
DOLE). The Senator has a right to mod-
ify his amendment. The amendment is
so modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 79, after line 22, add the following:
SEC. 308. SOCIAL SECURITY RESTRUCTURING.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) Social Security is the foundation of re-
tirement income for most Americans;

(2) preserving and strengthening the long
term viability of Social Security is a vital
national priority and is essential for the re-
tirement security of today’s working Ameri-
cans, current and future retirees, and their
families;
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(8) Social Security faces significant fiscal
and demographic pressures;

(4) the nonpartisan Office of the Chief Ac-
tuary at the Social Security Administration
reports that—

(A) the number of workers paying taxes to
support each Social Security beneficiary has
dropped from 16.5 in 1950 to 3.3 in 2002;

(B) within a generation there will be only
2 workers to support each retiree, which will
substantially increase the financial burden
on American workers;

(C) without structural reform, the Social
Security system, beginning in 2018, will pay
out more in benefits than it will collect in
taxes;

(D) without structural reform, the Social
Security trust fund will be exhausted in 2042,
and Social Security tax revenue in 2042 will
only cover 73 percent of promised benefits,
and will decrease to 65 percent by 2077;

(E) without structural reform, future Con-
gresses may have to raise payroll taxes 50
percent over the next 75 years to pay full
benefits on time, resulting in payroll tax
rates of as much as 16.9 percent by 2042 and
18.9 percent by 2077;

(F) without structural reform, Social Secu-
rity’s total cash shortfall over the next 75
years 1is estimated to be more than
$25,000,000,000,000 in constant 2003 dollars or
$3,500,000,000 measured in present value
terms;

(G) absent structural reforms, spending on
Social Security will increase from 4.4 per-
cent of gross domestic product in 2003 to 7.0
percent in 2077; and

(56) the Congressional Budget Office, the
General Accounting Office, the Congres-
sional Research Service, the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, and the President’s
Commission to Strengthen Social Security
have all warned that failure to enact fiscally
responsible Social Security reform quickly
will result in 1 or more of the following:

(A) Higher tax rates.

(B) Lower Social Security benefit levels.

(C) Increased Federal debt or less spending
on other federal programs.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) the President, the Congress and the
American people including seniors, workers,
women, minorities, and disabled persons
should work together at the earliest oppor-
tunity to enact legislation to achieve a sol-
vent and permanently sustainable Social Se-
curity system; and

(2) Social Security reform—

(A) must protect current and near retirees
from any changes to Social Security bene-
fits;

(B) must reduce the pressure on future tax-
payers and on other budgetary priorities;

(C) must provide benefit levels that ade-
quately reflect individual contributions to
the Social Security system.

(D) must preserve and strengthen the safe-
ty net for vulnerable populations including
the disabled and survivors.

(3) We should honor section 13301 of the
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senators yield back their time on the
amendment?

Mr. CONRAD. Yes, we are prepared to
yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time is
yielded back. The question is on agree-
ing to amendment No. 274, as modified.

Without objection, the amendment,
as modified, is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 274), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.
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Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President,
the agreement we had that I be recog-
nized now should be vitiated. It is not
necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
vitiated by this action.

AMENDMENT NO. 272

Mr. CONRAD. Parliamentary in-
quiry: Are we now in the circumstance
that we are back on the debate on
ANWR for 1 hour preceding the vote at
3 o’clock?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. Who yields time?

Mr. CONRAD. Time is equally di-
vided during that time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair and
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
believe we have an hour equally di-
vided at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
yield such time as my colleague from
Alaska, Senator MURKOWSKI, desires.
Does she need 10 or 12 minutes?

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Ten minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.
Madam President, the discussion about
ANWR is more than just pictures. It is
more than statistics, numbers, and bar-
rels of oil that might be recoverable.
ANWR is about real people, real jobs,
and real opportunities, and that is
what we need to be focusing on. We do
not need to get caught up in the hype
of the pretty pictures. I will be the
first to tell you that my State is abso-
lutely drop-dead gorgeous, and I want
to keep it that way. I would not be sup-
porting anything, and I would not be
standing on the floor of the Senate sug-
gesting that we should do anything to
despoil that.

I want to talk briefly today about
three points and what ANWR means to
us in Alaska. It is jobs, it is protection
of the environment, and it is also about
economic security—three common-
sense, basic issues.

Let me talk quickly about the envi-
ronment because it is these attacks
that I think first and foremost have
kept ANWR from being developed for
the past 20-some years, all the concern
of the development of oil and gas re-
serves on the North Slope, on the
Coastal Plain. It was intended and
identified as early as 1960 by President
Eisenhower that this area had great
potential for oil exploration and drill-
ing and should be utilized as such.

We do care for the environment. We
have shown that through construction
of our 800-mile Trans-Alaska pipeline
that carries the oil safely, bisecting
the State from top to bottom. We have
done a darn good job, and the scientific
studies and reports, including the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences’ report
that came out 2 weeks ago, dem-
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onstrate that. We do a good job. We
care for our environment in Alaska.

The environment and development
are not mutually exclusive terms. We
have demonstrated time and again that
they are not mutually exclusive. For
those who will take the time to visit
our oilfields up North, I think they will
be amazed at the technology, the inno-
vation we utilize when it comes to the
extraction of our natural resources.

The good Senator from New Mexico
stood in this Chamber earlier and
talked about the directional drilling
and the technique that is now available
to develop our oil. I think he used the
number 4 miles; that we can snake this
oil well down across a 4-mile area of
terrain. He used the analogy of a child
with a straw and a milkshake and that
straw could go 4 miles. That is a pretty
vivid image. Actually, the good chair-
man of the Energy Committee is incor-
rect; we can actually go 6 miles. The
technology has come so far in the 30
years since we have been drilling on
the North Slope.

We talk about the footprint. The
footprint has been described in so
many ways. You can fit six of the oil
development areas in the size of Dulles
Airport. It is the size of the Pinehurst
golf course. The visuals are there, but
what we need to impress upon people,
what we have to impress upon people is
that the footprint is practically neg-
ligible in the context of the whole
Coastal Plain and certainly in the con-
text of the whole of ANWR and even
more certainly in the context of the
entire scope of our State.

What we are talking about, first of
all, is very small. But even if it is
small, we still need to do it respon-
sibly, and we do that through the tech-
nology. The State of Alaska is the first
to make sure the environmental stand-
ards are met and the permitting re-
quirements are met. Nobody wants to
rape, spoil, or ruin the land.

Madam President, I am third genera-
tion Alaskan. I am the first person
serving in Congress for the State of
Alaska who was actually born in the
State. I was born in the territory. I am
the last person to suggest we should do
anything that would spoil our environ-
ment, my environment, the environ-
ment in which I choose to raise my
family. My boys, my husband, and I
live for fishing, hunting, camping, and
backpacking. This is the part of Alaska
we want to preserve. So let us do it
right. We know how to do it right.

I will talk a bit about the jobs. We
have talked about jobs repeatedly on
this floor. Last night, we demonstrated
through the testimony and the charts
that we are talking about some 575,000
jobs across the country. We need to re-
member that when I talk about jobs, I
do not want people to think that Alas-
ka is interested in opening up ANWR
just because it means jobs and oppor-
tunity for my constituents, for the peo-
ple in my State. It does. It means that,
and it means more. It means roads,
hospitals, schools, and facilities. It en-
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ables people in my State to live, but it
also means jobs across America.

As I said, this means 575,000 jobs
across the country. If we look at the
numbers, they are all over the board:
The State of New Jersey, 178,000 jobs;
the State of Pennsylvania, 27,000; the
State of Ohio, 25,000; the State of Ken-
tucky, 10,000; the State of Texas, 47,000;
the State of California, 63,000 jobs. We
are talking about real jobs for real
Americans across the country.

We are considering the economic
stimulus package that the President
has put forth. There is no better eco-
nomic stimulus than jobs and job op-
portunity. We can provide that for
America through ANWR, and they are
good-paying jobs.

I made the point last night—and it is
compelling—that the job opportunities
right now for Alaska are approxi-
mately 11,000 jobs within the petroleum
industry. If we were to accept this
amendment, if we were to strip ANWR
from the budget resolution, what these
other States would be saying is that it
is OK for us to have petroleum-based
jobs in our States but, Alaska, we do
not want you to have any more. We are
cutting you off. In other words, Massa-
chusetts could keep its 20,000 petro-
leum-based jobs, New Jersey could
keep its 27,000 petroleum industry jobs,
and New York could keep its 37,000 pe-
troleum industry jobs, while Alaskans
should look for alternatives.

The impression I get as an Alaskan,
looking from the inside out, is that the
lower 48 would just as soon lock us up,
not allow us to have good-paying jobs
that will feed our families and allow us
to live in the State we want to live.

But, no, the jobs we should have are
jobs such as carrying the bags for the
tourists who come to our State. Yes,
we want tourism but we also want real
jobs, and these petroleum-based jobs
are jobs that are real for Alaskans.

It is one thing if the residents of the
State of Alaska said we do not want
this and Congress was trying to shove
it down their throats, but Alaskans
have said yes. We have said we will ac-
cept responsible oil development and
production in our backyard. We will
take it, and we will do it responsibly.
We promise we will be responsible.

This gets to my last point, which is
economic security and basically plain
old common sense. There is kind of an
800-pound gorilla sitting in the Cham-
ber now. We are literally at the brink
of war. We do not know what is going
to happen in Iraq. We do not know if
Saddam Hussein is going to torch the
oil fields. We have no idea. What we do
know 1is that in the past several
months, we have increased our im-
ported oil from Iraq. We have doubled
our imports from Iraq in the past cou-
ple of months. We have sent billions of
dollars to Iraq. I am not quite sure how
the paper trail goes, but I do not think
it is too farfetched to assume that we
send billions of dollars to Iraq to Sad-
dam Hussein, who in turn sells us the
oil that we place in our aircraft or our
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air carriers and we send our men and
our women over to defend no-fly zones,
to put them in harm’s way, when we
could be producing domestically. If
that does not keep us awake at night,
I do not know what will. It does not
make sense at this point in time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. I ask for an addi-
tional minute.

Mr. STEVENS.
minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may continue.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. I have placed on
each Member’s desk a copy of Review &
Outlook from the Wall Street Journal
that ran this morning. I urge each
Member to review that, because it does
speak exactly to the issue I addressed.

I conclude by reminding members of
some very pertinent facts. ANWR has
more oil in it than the State of Texas.
These are not made-up facts. This is
Department of Interior, USGS. This is
not insignificant quantities we are
dealing with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used her minute.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I yield myself 5 min-
utes.

I ask the Senator from Alaska, is it
OK upon my completion of 5 minutes
that Senator FEINGOLD address the
Senate for 5 minutes, and then we
would turn it back to the time of the
Senator from Alaska? Is that all right
with the Senator?

Mr. STEVENS. Yes.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, let’s
be clear. Ninety-five percent of Alas-
ka’s North Slope is open for drilling.
That is a fact. We are talking about
the last b percent. The debate is wheth-
er that should be opened as well.

Clearly, this is going to be a very
close vote. I have great respect for the
Senators from Alaska, but I would wel-
come it if they wanted to help preserve
the environment in my State.

As far as jobs are concerned, there
was a report done by the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee on March 14, 2002.
They issued a report that said there
would be 65,000 jobs nationwide by 2020,
an employment gain of less than one-
tenth of 1 percent of the U.S. work-
force, and CRS—that is the Congres-
sional Research Service—Report No.
R.S. 21030, October 1, 2001, said under
the most likely scenario, full develop-
ment in the Arctic would result in
60,000 jobs.

I am not one to say 60,000 jobs are no
jobs—that is a lot of jobs—but the
more than 2 million jobs we have seen
go down the drain in the last 2 years,
that is a bigger debate.

I also want to make the point that
for those of us in California who defend
and protect our coastline from oil com-

One additional
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panies every day of the week, we made
a choice. Yes, we know there would be
jobs developed there, but it would de-
stroy that coastline and have the po-
tential for horrific accidents and prob-
lems because we have experienced
those.

So I say to my friends from Alaska,
I hope they will understand the people
in this country who support Kkeeping
this 5 percent of the North Slope in its
pristine environment are doing so be-
cause we think it is good for the soul of
this country, and we believe there are
more jobs to be created through other
means.

The reason I have this photograph—
and it was challenged not by my col-
leagues from Alaska at all but by oth-
ers—this is clearly in the development
area—and also by Secretary Norton,
who is quoted in the newspaper as say-
ing the image of flat white nothingness
is what one sees the majority of the
year. This is the reason I felt com-
pelled—and I was glad to see my col-
league from Alaska say she agrees, it is
magnificent, and I wish every Member
could have the chance to take a look at
this beautiful book, Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge: Seasons of Life and
Land. It is a photographic journey by
this incredible photographer through
all the seasons. Some of the most beau-
tiful scenes are in the winter. I know
my colleagues cannot see this, but it
shows the birds and the snow and all
the rest. It is quite beautiful.

I guess beauty is in the eye of the be-
holder. Maybe Secretary Norton looks
at this and comes away with another
point of view, and I respect that. I just
do not happen to agree with it.

In April—I think it is April 10—there
will be an exhibit opened at the Smith-
sonian on the Mall which will show
these photographs, and more. So I hope
people will take a chance to look at it,
because it is quite breathtaking to see.

I want to reiterate that I printed in
the RECORD last night a letter from the
Alaska Inter-Tribal Council. They have
asked me to make a point of this letter
they have written, in which they say:

We urge you to reject . .. any other pro-
posals to authorize oil exploration and devel-
opment of the birthplace and nursery of the
Porcupine Caribou Herd, the coastal plain
and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

They talk about they support the
Gwich’ins to seek permanent protec-
tion of the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge. I know the Gwich’in people are
here. I also know there are other tribal
people here as well, and I say that I
have met with them many times and
have been touched and moved with
their testimony. They are very proud
the Alaska Inter-Tribal Council that
represents 187 tribes is with them, and
they asked me specifically to put this
letter into the RECORD.

Let me finish by saying the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service has a beautiful
Web site and they say on it:

The Arctic refuge is among the most com-
plete, pristine and undisturbed ecosystems
on Earth . . . a combination of habitats, cli-
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mate and geography unmatched by any other
northern conservation area.

This is a quote from the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. This is very clear-
ly the point of view of most people, and
I hope that we would honor this God-
given treasure today and vote to strip
this language from the bill and take a
stand in favor of keeping this area pris-
tine.

I look forward to the remarks of Sen-
ator FEINGOLD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
rise today to support this amendment
which is similar to one I offered in the
Budget Committee. It would strike the
reconciliation instruction to the En-
ergy Committee contained in the budg-
et resolution before us.

This instruction requires the Energy
Committee to produce $2.15 billion by
reporting out legislation by May 1,
2003, with the assumption that they
open the coastal plain of the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge to oil drilling.

Management of the Arctic Refuge
Coastal Plain has been hotly debated
for many years. Some Senators, like
myself, believe that this area should be
designated as a Federal wilderness
area. Other Senators believe that this
area should be explored for its oil po-
tential.

I support this amendment because 1
believe that the fate of the coastal
plain of the Arctic refuge is a question
of Federal National Wildlife Refuge
management, not budgetary policy. If a
Senator believes that o0il reserves
which may be located under the coastal
plain are needed today, or 20 years
from now, for reasons of enhancing this
country’s energy security, then the
fate of the refuge is a question of en-
ergy policy, not budgetary policy.

No matter where a Senator might
consider himself or herself in the dis-
cussion over the fate of the refuge, and
this issue was debated at length during
the Senate’s consideration of the en-
ergy bill last year, no Senator has said
that the primary reason to change the
management of the refuge was because
we just needed the revenue.

In fact, the chairman of the Budget
Committee, Mr. NICKLES, again stated,
when I offered my amendment in com-
mittee, that these instructions are in-
cluded in the budget resolution because
Arctic drilling is needed to stimulate
the economy, create jobs, and produce
oil, not for purposes of revenue.

I know there are strongly held views
on this topic, and I do not intend here
to go into all the reasons why I have
concerns about the possibility of oil
drilling in the refuge. Other Senators
who join in offering this amendment
will be making that case and making it
effectively.

I feel that the fate of the coastal
plain of the Arctic refuge is too impor-
tant to become a number in the budget
process.

I also think that, for several reasons,
Senators who support drilling in the
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refuge should support this amendment
and object to using the budget resolu-
tion and reconciliation to achieve that
goal.

As Senators know, debate on a rec-
onciliation bill and all amendments,
debatable motions, and appeals related
to it is limited to a total of 20 hours.
After 20 hours, debate ends. Consider-
ation of amendments then may con-
tinue without any debate.

I am concerned that using a fast
track procedure like reconciliation to
open the refuge exposes the Senate to
criticism that we are using the refuge
revenues in part for tax cuts, or to au-
thorize new spending programs.

Particularly, the Senate may be ac-
cused of dispensing refuge revenues in
unrelated accounts to gain political
support for refuge drilling. Our con-
stituents may also be concerned that
we will have to spend a great deal to
implement a drilling program in the
Arctic refuge because much of the in-
frastructure needed to bring oil from
the refuge to the rest of the country
does not exist today.

As well, I am concerned that some
Senators are supporting drilling in the
refuge because they feel that it can be
done in an ‘‘environmentally safe’ way
or they feel that it should be done
jointly with energy efficiency, oil sav-
ings, and alternative energy programs
to reduce our dependence upon foreign
oil.

Reconciliation limits the way in
which Senators who are concerned
about these issues, and who do not
serve on the Energy Committee, are
able to address those issues on the
floor. ““It”’ cuts it off. You cannot have
a real debate about what should be
done. It is simply a budget number.

The Congressional Budget Act explic-
itly prohibits the offering of non-
germane amendments to a reconcili-
ation bill. If a Senator felt that the En-
ergy Committee’s reconciliation bill
opening the refuge did not go far
enough to regulate environmental im-
pacts associated with Arctic drilling,
or to promote alternative energy in
light of Arctic drilling, the Senator
may not be able to offer amendments
on the floor to improve the bill.

Such amendments, which might im-
prove the bill from an environmental
standpoint, might well be considered
extraneous because they do not raise
revenue.

I would caution all members of the
Senate who have committed to support
Arctic drilling only in certain cases, or
only if certain other legislative or reg-
ulatory actions take place, to think se-
riously about whether reconciliation
serves their interests and their con-
stituents’ interests.

Finally, I oppose using reconciliation
because I believe it is being used to
limit consideration of a controversial
issue. The American people have
strongly held views on drilling in the
refuge, and they want to know that the
Senate is working to pass legislation to
manage the area appropriately in a
forthright and open process.
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That will not be achieved if reconcili-
ation instruction on the Arctic refuge
is included in the resolution before us.
I urge support for my amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. I yield myself 4 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, the
Senator from California could not be
more in error about the amount of land
on our north arctic shoreline. It is not
95 percent open. There is the naval re-
serve No. 4. That is 52 percent of the
coastline closed. She knows it is
closed.

Beyond that, the Senator from Cali-
fornia comes in with a letter from the
Inter-Tribal Council of Alaska. That is
a group of dissidents in Alaska, as far
as I am concerned. The 100,000-member
group of Alaskans known as the Alaska
Federation of Natives—my colleague
Senator MURKOWSKI had printed in the
RECORD last night their Resolution 9505
absolutely supporting opening of this
area to oil and gas drilling.

The main thing is, in 1985 it was
drilled pursuant to a law passed in 1980
to drill a test well to see if the area
could produce oil and gas. The exact re-
sults have been classified, but we know
it does have the largest basin on the
North American continent. If it is
drilled, we expect it to produce enor-
mous amounts of oil. One estimate I
have before me is the total expected re-
serves for oil and gas in nongas liquids
from Alaska, not taking into account
the price per barrel, is 32.5 billion to
69.36 billion barrels.

When they first told us about the dis-
covery in the Arctic known as Prudhoe
Bay, they said the estimate was about
a billion barrels. Last year, we pro-
duced the 17 billionth barrel, and it is
still producing. As a consequence, we
face a process of discrimination. We
are crying to be treated equally. In
California, they have four refuges.
Three of them produce o0il and gas:
Hopper Mountain, Seal Beach, and Sut-
ter. The fourth has a producing well
and did not produce until 2000.

The Senator from California says,
protect the pristine wildlife refuges.
This is an enormous area. Her area is
less than 100,000 acres, and they are
drilling it. It comes down to the ques-
tion, How much are you influenced by
the extreme environmental movement
in the United States?

This comes down to a question of
jobs. It is jobs. There are many Alaska
Native people in the gallery now. They
need jobs. This is their area. This is a
chart showing how many of the wildlife
refuges in the United States have oil
and gas drilling: California has 4, two
northern States have 4 each, Illinois
has 4, and there are 17 in Louisiana.
Louisiana has proved you can have oil
and gas drilling and compatible protec-
tion of wildlife at the same time.

All we are seeking is to be treated
equally. We have a whole series of
points that have been made in the last
few days. And when I have this de-
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bate—there have been a lot of debates
here since 1980. The commitment was
finally made by two friends of mine
who are now deceased, Senator Jack-
son and Senator Tsongas. After they
made their pledge, I helped them to get
the whole bill passed, over 100 million
acres.

There were newspaper ads: Ted Ste-
vens, come home; you made a mistake.
If we lose today, I probably did make a
mistake because I trusted the Senate. I
trusted the Senate to follow the law. I
hope the time comes when other people
face the same proposition and they can
rest assured.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I am
finding the source for the comment I
made that Senator STEVENS took issue
with that the 5 percent of the North
Slope was available for drilling. That
comment was made by the Interior
Secretary to the Senate in the com-
mittee. That statement was made in
1995. I am putting my hands on the
exact words.

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Connecticut who has been a real leader
in this fight, Senator JOE LIEBERMAN.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President,
I thank my friend from California for
the steadfast and spirited advocacy she
has made of this amendment.

We come in about half an hour to an-
other moment of truth. President Bush
said earlier in the week that we were
at a moment of truth with regard to
Iraq and Saddam Hussein and weapons
of mass destruction. I agreed with him.
In half an hour we come to a different
kind of moment of truth in the long,
ongoing battle about whether we will
preserve the magnificent natural gift
we received from our Creator in the
Arctic Refuge known as the American
Serengeti and inhabited by so many
magnificent species of wildlife, for a
very small amount of oil.

This question, this moment of truth
also raises the question about whether
we will accept a contention of the Bush
administration that somehow, by doing
this, we are solving America’s energy
problem. With all respect, there could
not be a more ridiculous contention.

The facts are clear. If drilling occurs
by the year 2020, our dependence on for-
eign oil, as a result of the oil from the
Arctic Refuge, will be reduced from 62
percent to 60 percent. That is not the
road to energy independence.

Those of us on both sides of the aisle,
Republicans and Democrats, who op-
pose drilling in the Arctic Refuge sup-
port new domestic energy production,
including new fossil fuel energy pro-
duction. In fact, it is worth pointing
out that the previous administration
leased more land for energy develop-
ment than either of the preceding two.
But it opposed drilling for oil in the
Arctic Refuge. Those decisions need
not be hazardous to our environment.
They need not destroy precious places.
Each must be evaluated in light of the
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specific environmental consequences of
the exploration, and our most impor-
tant shared environmental treasures
must be placed off limits.

The Arctic Refuge, in my opinion, is
one such place. We simply would not
gain enough in oil or energy independ-
ence to justify long-term harm to this
place. The facts in that regard are
clear. Setting up the intricate infra-
structure required to pump oil out of
the refuge will despoil the land and its
ecosystems forever. After hundreds of
pin pricks, the refuge will be in that
sense bleeding, its wildlife will be reel-
ing. We will never be able to get it
back to where it was.

Supporters of drilling insist on num-
bers that grossly overestimate the ben-
efits and underestimate the cost. Could
the drilling in the refuge coexist with
wildlife? Not by a long shot. The
USGS, part of the administration, con-
firmed that development of the refuge
would result in substantial environ-
mental destruction.

Do we want to tear up this magnifi-
cent piece of America for such a tiny
reward, when harnessing American
technology to improve conservation
and efficiency and developing alter-
native energy sources could reap many
times the benefit? To me, the answer is
clear. Oil drilling in the refuge is not a
path to energy independence. It is not
a path to economic security. It is, in
fact, a road to ruin, environmental
ruin of this wildlife refuge. The oil that
would be gained will come and go in al-
most no time. But the destruction will
last forever.

This is an unsettled time in our Na-
tion’s history. People feel insecure
about so much—about the war in Iraq,
about terrorism, about economic inse-
curity. It does seem to me that the de-
cision we make today relates to that.
There have to be some places, some
things, some values, some natural
treasures that do not change, that we
have to protect, particularly at this
moment. This is a place from which we
gain strength, from which we gain pur-
pose, from which we gain tranquility.
Let us not, in the pressures of the mo-
ment, let it be destroyed forever.

I quote, finally, the words of Theo-
dore Roosevelt, who may be considered
in his time to be an extreme environ-
mentalist. In 1916 TR said:

The greatest good for the greatest number
applies to the number within the womb of
time, compared to which those now alive
form but an insignificant fraction. Our duty
to the whole, including the unborn genera-
tions, bids us to restrain an unprincipled
present-day minority from wasting the herit-
age of these unborn generations.

The final sentence from TR, Presi-
dent Teddy Roosevelt:

The movement for the conservation of
wildlife and the larger movement for the
conservation of all of our natural resources
are essentially democratic in spirit, purpose,
and method.

Those are timeless words which come
home to us almost a century later as
we face the moment of truth for today
and for tomorrow in this vote. I urge
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my colleagues, please support the best
of America. Vote for this amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield myself just 1
minute while the Senator from Con-
necticut is here. We have 77 percent of
all the wild refuges in the United
States in Alaska. We are talking about
2,000 acres out of almost 90 million
acres of land.

I don’t understand people who stand
here and say save this pristine part of
the United States. I invite all of
them—I will take them up there right
now and let them see the Arctic Slope.
It is frozen tundra. Look at this map.
That shows how much of this area is
withdrawn. The Senator from Cali-
fornia says it is 95 percent—look at it.
If you go from the coast on the Arctic
coast of Alaska, it is not open. The
only part of Federal land that is really
open now is 1.5 million acres that was
left open by the Jackson-Tsongas
amendment. The rest of it is closed.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mrs. BOXER. Parliamentary inquiry:
Could you tell me how much time re-
mains on the Senator from Alaska’s
side and how much on my side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has 12 minutes 29
seconds; the Senator from Alaska has
13 2 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask the Senator, what
is your preference? Senator CHAFEE
would like to speak, but if you would
like to take some time?

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
was waiting for Senator DOMENICI. I
think Senator CHAFEE was waiting for
time.

Mrs. BOXER. I was just asking my
colleague if he preferred Senator
DOMENICI to go since he just spoke.

Mr. STEVENS. We will wait.

Mrs. BOXER. I yield 5 minutes for
Senator CHAFEE. I want to say he is a
leader on this issue, and he is one of six
Republicans who signed a letter saying
don’t deal with this issue in the con-
text of a budget resolution. I look for-
ward to hearing his 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I ac-
cepted an offer last August to go to
ANWR, to the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge. Since I have been here for 3
years, I have heard a lot of debate
about it, and I assumed I heard a lot of
exaggeration also. I wanted to go my-
self and so I accepted the invitation.

I took a bush plane from Fairbanks
over the Brooks Range, as you see
here. The Brooks Range is very deso-
late, almost devoid of any sign of life,
any sign of vegetation. It is quite a trip
over the Brooks Range. As we cleared
that mountainous terrain, stretching
out before the Arctic Ocean, the Beau-
fort Sea, was the most gorgeous grass-
lands, the last thing I expected to see
that far north.

We banked around with our bush
plane and you can see here where we
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landed. As we banked in for a landing,
scurrying through the brush was a big,
brown, cinnamon-colored beast, a griz-
zly bear.

We got out of our plane and imme-
diately were covered with tremendous
amounts of mosquitoes. It was quite an
experience. We pulled the nets on our
hats over our heads and set up our
tents, which we can see here. We had
some chow and then that night it
snowed. We came on the Brooks Range
earlier, and they had no snow on them,
but the snow came that night. Thank-
fully, we never saw another mosquito,
so we had the great experience of hav-
ing mosquitoes but then had 2 days—3
days in order to hike around the area.
Every day we would hike for as much
as 4 or 5 hours, then come in for lunch,
and go out and hike for the afternoon
another 4 or 5 hours.

In August, it is just as light at 3 in
the afternoon as it is at 3 in the morn-
ing, so it is quite an experience that far
up.

I will have to say, Senator STEVENS,
this is the most beautiful place. I have
been in 49 out of 50 States. The only
one I have not been in is Hawaii. This
is the most beautiful place I have ever
been.

Mr. STEVENS. The oilwells are just
25 miles away; does he know that?

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. I will conclude in
that direction. Not only did we see the
grizzly bears and one caribou—the car-
ibou migration had gone through, but
we did see one caribou—but we saw all
kinds of life: Ground squirrels, prairie
chickens—I think they call them ptar-
migan. We also saw all sorts of birds
and saw also the signs of life—musk ox
droppings. We didn’t see musk ox, but
we saw the droppings all over the
place. So obviously they had been
there. All kinds of caribou droppings
were everywhere you went.

What a surprise it was to go this far
north and see such beautiful country.
It is like the plains of Wyoming or
Montana. And it was a great surprise
to me.

So all the environmentalists who
talk about it being the Serengeti of
America, they are right. This is
unique. It is special. I urge my col-
leagues to support the amendment for
that reason.

On the trip, we then had an oppor-
tunity to go to Prudhoe Bay. And what
a change it is, as you go west from the
1002 area, which is where we were
camping, to Prudhoe Bay. Before we
leave the 1002 area, here we are, as
shown on this picture. There I am, my
wife Stephanie, the small band of us up
there braving the elements, experi-
encing the 1002 area.

When we went to Prudhoe Bay, it was
a change in the topography. It gets
much more pockmarked with water. It
is a lot different from what we saw
here in ANWR. And it seems more suit-
able for man’s incursion and for drill-
ing as you get closer to Prudhoe Bay.

We landed in Prudhoe Bay. We went
to the hotel, which was a collection,
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really, of trailers put together. And the
proprietor of the hotel at Prudhoe Bay
said: Be careful. There is a grizzly bear
in town. His name is Toby. When you
walk around, just be careful. You never
know. You don’t want to surprise him
and have him attack you. So just keep
your wits about you.

We had a great tour of Prudhoe Bay.
And after we left and came back to the
States, about 2 months later, I saw, in
the New York Times, a little filler arti-
cle, that Toby was getting into the inn
where we were staying and they had to
put him down. So it made the New
York Times, Toby getting into the inn
and having to be put down.

But the point is, there should be
places for the Tobys of the world. And
then there are other places where we
should drill. And, obviously, they are
incompatible. No one wanted to harm
Toby, but it just came to that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 5 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
yield an additional 2 minutes to the
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may continue.

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Senator.

Madam President, that is the point.
There should be areas of the world for
man and drilling, and then there
should be areas of the world for the
Tobys of the world. And if we are going
to proceed with drilling in ANWR, ab-
sent any effort at conservation—and
many of the Senators who are going to
vote in favor of drilling in ANWR did
not vote for raising the CAFE stand-
ards that would save much more of our
resources in natural fuels—that is a
bad policy and a wrong direction to go.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
yield myself 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
am delighted the Senator from Rhode
Island has gone to our State and seen
it in August. I would invite him to
come up and join me right now, and go
take a look at that same place.

But what I would really like for him
to do is to remember, if I had not
changed my vote in 1980, there would
have been no refuge at all. It was a
wildlife range. My colleague wanted to
block it entirely, and I associated my-
self with Senator Jackson and Senator
Tsongas and got the job done, and got
it withdrawn, so we could proceed with
development. And now the colleagues
you have joined want to renege on the
commitment that was made to me as a
Senator by two distinguished leaders of
the Senate, the Senator’s father in-
cluded.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. How much time re-
mains, Madam President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska has 13 minutes; the
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Senator from California has 6 minutes
13 seconds.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
yield the Senator from New Mexico 5
minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
fellow Senators, I come from New Mex-
ico. New Mexico is right next to Mex-
ico. Mexico has oil underground, God
made. Do you know what they call it?
They call it their patrimony. It is so
important that they claim it is theirs
and it is their future—mnot locked up
under the ground—to use. It is their
patrimony. In fact, in Spanish, they
say: ‘“El patrimonio del pais es el
petroleo.” That is how important it is.

Now, for all of those who have been
here giving speeches about making
sure we protect the ANWR wilderness,
look at this picture. Look at this pic-
ture with me. You see this big, blue
picture? I am going to go around the
edges for you. Isn’t that big?

Senator, do you want to take a look?
That is drawn to scale. That is ANWR.
Unless you have very good glasses,
very good eyes, you can’t see, from
your seat, where ANWR’s drilling sites
will be, because it will be that big, Sen-
ator. Can you see that little spot?

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes, I can.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is how big the
development for oil for America will be
out of this wilderness.

Now, anybody who blesses this floor
piously about preservation is ignoring
the reality. America cannot live with-
out oil. I wish we could.

Alaska is America. Oil in Alaska is
our patrimony, just like oil in Mexico
is the patrimony of the Republic of
Mexico. To say that using that piece of
property—see it. I am not sure our TV
cameras are showing it to Americans,
that is how big it is.

It is now said, that is all you need to
drill for oil—to do what?—to produce
as much oil as the State of Texas pro-
duces. There are even environmental-
ists who say, in their literature, it is
an irrelevant amount of oil, it is not
needed.

Well, Madam President, as I crossed
America, looking to find comparisons,
as soon as I got to Texas, I asked, how
much oil is there? They told me, it is
almost the exact amount of billions of
barrels of reserve as is in this tiny
piece of property as big as the prop-
erties at Dulles here in Virginia.

So if this is irrelevant to America, 1
assume we should not have drilled in
Texas. How much oil might it produce?
About the same amount as California
per year. I ask Senator NICKLES, is one
to say California’s production is not
needed? We are so rich and arrogant
about our wealth that we can throw
away this huge amount of 0il? We don’t
need it for America?

I believe to turn this down is not an
insult to Alaska; it is not reneging on
something to TED STEVENS; it is an ab-
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solute denial to the American people of
the increased prospect of reasonably
priced oil for the future.

If you are worried about the future
high prices of oil and you want to
blame someone, I say, blame the vote
this afternoon. If this is defeated, you
can put it right up there along with
any other country that you assume is
out to raise prices on the American
consumer. Because that vote, denying
the right of Americans to produce this
oil, will just as assuredly result in the
prospect of increased costs of oil to
Americans.

I wish we could stand on the floor
and say: Americans, we have a plan. We
are going to dramatically reduce the
number of automobiles.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask the Senator,
could I have 1 additional minute?

He said yes.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me just say, I
wish we had a plan that said: In the fu-
ture, we do not need all this; we do not
need all these cars; we can get by with
far less. But, frankly, I believe, under
any scenario, for the next 25 to 30
years, our children, our way of life, our
standard of living, demand that we do
right and that we use that tiny piece of
real estate without doing damage to
this gigantic wilderness to produce en-
ergy for our great country.

I thank Senator STEVENS for yield-
ing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, par-
liamentary inquiry: How much time re-
mains on each side, please?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has 6 minutes 13
seconds; the Senator from Alaska has 7
minutes 25 seconds.

Mrs. BOXER. I would like to retain
my time to close debate, if it is all
right with the Senator from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield my colleague 2
minutes, Madam President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
it has been suggested in the past few
minutes and last evening that instead
of opening ANWR, we need to look to
conservation; we need to discuss CAFE
standards; we need to look to alter-
native fuels.

We need to keep ANWR in context.
This is not an either/or debate. These
concepts are not mutually exclusive.
We have to have increased conserva-
tion efforts, of course. That is reason-
able. But as the Senator from New
Mexico has stated, we will never be en-
tirely free in our reliance on oil, on pe-
troleum products.

When you look at what we get from
petroleum products, it is not just the
gasoline that goes in our vehicles. That
is not the only issue. We use it in our
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plastics. We use it for Band-Aids, for
perfume, for so many things that you
can’t even imagine. We will continue
to need gas. We will continue to need
oil. These are necessary for us as a so-
ciety.

To suggest that we are going to con-
serve our way out of reliance on petro-
leum is not reasonable. It is not fea-
sible. We have to accept both. We need
the domestic energy sources that only
ANWR can provide to us. We have
heard it repeated time and time again
today and yesterday and in the years
throughout the debate, this is where
the energy reserves are. We can’t deny
that. We can’t be put off or led astray
by looking at nice pictures and think-
ing that somehow or other in order to
preserve this area, we have to give up
development.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 2 minutes have expired. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska has b minutes 24 sec-
onds. The Senator from California has
6 minutes 13 seconds. Who yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, mo-
mentarily we will be voting on the
Boxer amendment. I urge my col-
leagues to vote no. I compliment my
colleagues, Senators STEVENS and MUR-
KOWSKI. I listened to the debate last
night and today. If people are inter-
ested in the facts, they happen to know
the facts. They live there. They have
been there. A lot of people are pointing
out pristine pictures of wildlife.

That is not the 1002 area that would
be drilled. I have seen that. We can do
drilling in that area in a very environ-
mentally sensitive and sound way. We
can do it. Our country happens to need
that million barrels per day of domes-
tic oil that can be produced. We need
it. If not, we will be buying it from
Iraq. We will be buying it from the
Middle East. We will be buying it from
areas that are a lot more vulnerable
than Alaska. This way we can keep the
jobs in the United States. This way we
can keep production and our dollars in
the United States.

We have a tradition in the Senate
that we listen to home State Senators
in areas that concern their State.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. NICKLES. I yield myself an addi-
tional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Alaska yield?

Mr. STEVENS. Certainly.

Mr. NICKLES. For people who live
outside the State and have never been
in this area to try to dictate that we
should never drill there, without living
there, and override and superimpose
their will over the two home State
Senators, I find to be almost incred-
ible. It is denying Alaska a chance to
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grow. It is denying our country a
chance to grow.

I urge my colleagues to listen to Sen-
ator STEVENS, to listen to Senator
MURKOWSKI, and let’s allow some envi-
ronmentally safe and sound production
that our country desperately needs.

I thank my colleagues from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STEVENS. I ask the Chair to let
me know when I have 1 minute left.
The PRESIDING OFFICER.

Chair will notify the Senator.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President,
this is a diagram of the 1002 area. I
pointed out previously that in 1958
there was a well drilled just east of
Kaktovik. It is still classified as the re-
sult of overwhelming interest by the
oil industry after that to conduct seis-
mic in this area. This is the Marsh
Creek anticline. East of that area is
where this enormous reservoir is. To
the west going over to the river, where
this is the Prudhoe Bay area, that has
all been very prolific. There was a well
drilled off shore in Camden Bay. There
has been a series of wells drilled off-
shore. The only well that has been
drilled onshore was in 1985.

This is an area, as I said, a million
and a half acres that in 1980 was kept
open for oil and gas exploration by the
Tsongas-Jackson amendment. The bal-
ance of this area is wilderness. This has
never been wilderness. We heard re-
peatedly about wilderness.

I have now been here 35 years. I have
trusted the Senate quite often. The one
time I really trusted Senators was
when I decided to work with Senators
Tsongas and Jackson to get this bill
passed, get it done. We thought we had
a substantial concession in the fact
that the Arctic Slope would continue
to be open for oil and gas exploration
as it was intended by President Eisen-
hower, as it was intended entirely up
until 1980.

Through the period of the discussion
of this matter, since 1980, I have had a
series of Senators tell me, I will be
with you if you need me. They know
who they are. This is the day that I
need them. This vote is going to be
very close. It represents a vote that
culminates some substantial period of
my life because I started working on
this area in 1956.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. STEVENS. I will save it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from New Jersey, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the Sen-
ator from California. In a short state-
ment I would like to identify what has
happened since 1989 when the Exxon
Valdez ran aground, since the period of
time when the court said that
ExxonMobil should pay $9 billion in pu-
nitive damages for the havoc it created

The
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in Prince William Sound. Lest we be
fooled that these environmental stew-
ards are going to take good care of our
assets, of our natural resources, let’s
look at what happened.

The fine is now down $4 billion. This
is since shortly after 1989. And who is
paying the tariff here? Well, the An-
chorage Daily News on August 4, 1998,
reported ‘‘Apparently Delay Pays.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 1 minute.

Mrs. BOXER. I yield an additional 1
minute.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Exxon is earning
$90,000 an hour, about $2 million a day,
or nearly $800 million a year, on the
same $5 billion as long as the case
drags on. And the money stays in its
coffers. They are not even paying for
it. In fact, what they are doing is mak-
ing money, interest on that money
which belongs to the citizens of the
country and for the protection of our
environment.

What we are looking at is a corporate
behavior that should be unacceptable
under any standard and where they are
using this opportunity to cash in on
delays by skillful lawyers instead of
paying their obligation as it fell upon
them through the courts.

It is an outrage. We cannot trust
these people to take care of this envi-
ronment of ours for our children and
our grandchildren. I hope the Boxer
amendment passes.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes 5 seconds.

Mrs. BOXER. I would like to be told
when I have a minute left.

We are reaching the end of a tough
debate. It is a very close vote, no doubt
about it. The Vice President, I under-
stand, is on his way over in case it is a
tie vote. I want to pick up on some-
thing Senator NICKLES said when he
kind of cast aspersions on those who
live outside of the State of Alaska and
are speaking up in favor of this Arctic
Wildlife Refuge.

Let me be clear. I come from a State
that has millions of acres of wilder-
ness, thousands and thousands of acres
of beautiful Federal land. We are very
proud of it. We have forests, desert,
wetlands, and the rest, including Yo-
semite National Park. Let me be clear.
I welcome the support of my col-
leagues. I don’t shun it. I welcome
them to help me preserve those acres
for the people of California and the
people of the country and, indeed, the
people of the world. In our State, we
consider these treasures not only to be
God-given resources, but we look at
them as God-given resources that we,
the people of this planet, have to pro-
tect.

I am interested in Senator DOMEN-
ICI’s presentation. It was well done. He
has a big chart and he has a dot on the
chart. He says: Look at this, it is a dot
on this chart. Well, if you go up into
space and you look at the Earth, it
looks like a little marble. Does that
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mean we should not care about what
happens on God’s Earth?

So I think we are getting to the point
at which we have to make a choice. Do
we want to change the policy and go
into this beautiful refuge or do we
want to look at other ways to get more
energy—I underscore, much more en-
ergy?

Look, if we just close the loopholes
on SUVs—by the way, I represent a lot
of soccer moms and let me tell you,
they want their SUVs, and they want
to get better fuel economy from them.
I live in a community where almost
every other car is big because I live in
suburbia. They want to have the option
to drive those cars and not have to
spend $100 every time they fill up the
tank. If we were just to close that SUV
loophole, we would save, by 2030, 10 bil-
lion barrels of oil. This is what we are
talking about. That is far more than
you would get out of the Arctic. If you
moved up the fuel economy just to 35
miles a gallon—listen to this—we
would be 43 percent less dependent
upon foreign oil. With ANWR, it is 2
percent.

Vote for the Boxer amendment. I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute remaining.

The Senator from Alaska has 1
minute 2 seconds.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President,
again, I think this is the most impor-
tant vote in the history of my service
in the Senate. I worked on this with
President Eisenhower. Our people were
about ready to go to war. He said in
World War II that our ships, our
planes, and our tanks must have oil.
That will continue on into the future.
Opening this area will not give our peo-
ple oil now but will assure that we
have a greater reserve in the future.

My last comment is this. In the time
I have served here, many people have
made commitments to me, and I have
never broken a commitment in my life.
I make this commitment: People who
vote against this today are voting
against me, and I will not forget it.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, this
is a country of laws, not men. This is a
country that treasures its God-given
gifts—from the mountains, to the prai-
ries, to the oceans white with foam.
God bless America, my home sweet
home.

This isn’t about us being here for 2
years, or 6 years, or 10 years, or 20, or
even 50. We will be gone. But we need
to think about the future. We can do
more for our troops were we just to in-
crease fuel economy. We will save far
more doing that than by drilling in a
pristine area that has wildlife that
looks like this picture.

Mr. STEVENS. Regular order.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
hope we will stand with the environ-
ment and vote for the Boxer amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the Boxer
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 272. The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

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

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 59 Leg.]

YEAS—52
Baucus Dorgan Lincoln
Bayh Durbin McCain
Biden Edwards Mikulski
Bingaman Feingold Murray
Boxer Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Byrd Fitzgerald Nelson (NE)
Cantwell Graham (FL) Pryor
Carper Harkin Reed
Chafee Hollings Rei

R eid

Clinton Jeffords
Coleman Johnson Rockefeller
Collins Kennedy Sarbanes
Conrad Kerry Sch}lmer
Corzine Kohl Smith
Daschle Lautenberg Snowe
Dayton Leahy Stabenow
DeWine Levin Wyden
Dodd Lieberman

NAYS—48
Akaka Dole Lugar
Alexander Domenici McConnell
Allard Ensign Miller
Allen Enzi Murkowski
Bennett Frist Nickles
Bond Graham (SC) Roberts
Breaux Grassley Santorum
Brownback Gregg Sessions
Bunning Hagel Shelby
Burns Hatch Specter
Campbell Hutchison Stevens
Chambliss Inhofe Sununu
Cochran Inouye Talent
Cornyn Kyl Thomas
Craig Landrieu Voinovich
Crapo Lott Warner

The amendment (No. 272) was agreed
to.

Mrs. BOXER. I move to reconsider
the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. NICKLES. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. REID. Madam President, I have
been authorized by the manager of the
bill to yield 20 minutes to the Senator
from West Virginia, Senator BYRD.

The
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
AMERICA’S IMAGE IN THE WORLD

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I be-
lieve in this great and beautiful coun-
try. I have studied its roots and gloried
in the wisdom of its magnificent Con-
stitution and its inimitable history. I
have marveled at the wisdom of its
Founders and Framers. Generation
after generation of Americans has un-
derstood the lofty ideals that underlie
our great Republic. I have been in-
spired by the story of their sacrifice
and their strength.

But today I weep for my country. I
have watched the events of recent
months with a heavy, heavy heart.

No more is the image of American
one of strong, yet benevolent peace-
keeper. The image of America has
changed. Around the globe, our friends
mistrust us, our word is disputed, our
intentions are questioned.

Instead of reasoning with those with
whom we disagree, we demand obedi-
ence or threaten recrimination. Instead
of isolating Saddam Hussein, we seem
to have succeeded in isolating our-
selves. We proclaim a new doctrine of
preemption which is understood by few
but feared by many. We say that the
United States has the right to turn its
firepower on any corner of the globe
which might be suspect in the war on
terrorism. We assert that right without
the sanction of any international body.
As a result, the world has become a
much more dangerous place.

We flaunt our superpower status with
arrogance. We treat U.N. Security
Council members like ingrates who of-
fend our princely dignity by lifting
their heads from the carpet. Valuable
alliances are split. After war has ended,
the United States will have to rebuild
much more than the country of Iraq.
We will have to rebuild America’s
image around the globe.

The case this administration tries to
make to justify its fixation with war is
tainted by charges of falsified docu-
ments and circumstantial evidence. We
cannot convince the world of the neces-
sity of this war for one simple reason:
This is not a war of necessity, but a
war of choice.

There is no credible information to
connect Saddam Hussein to 9/11, at
least up to this point. The twin towers
fell because a world-wide terrorist
group, al Qaida, with cells in over 60
nations, struck at our wealth and our
influence by turning our own planes
into missiles, one of which would likely
have slammed into the dome of this
beautiful Capitol except for the brave
sacrifice of some of the passengers who
were on board that plane.

The brutality seen on September 11th
and in other terrorist attacks we have
witnessed around the globe are the vio-
lent and desperate efforts by extrem-
ists to stop the daily encroachment of
Western values upon their cultures.
That is what we fight. It is a force not
confined to territorial borders. It is a
shadowy entity with many faces, many
names, and many addresses.
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But, this administration has directed
all of the anger, fear, and grief which
emerged from the ashes of the Twin
Towers and the twisted metal of the
Pentagon towards a tangible villain,
one we can see and hate and attack.
And villain he is. But he is the wrong
villain. And this is the wrong war. If
we attack Saddam Hussein, we will
probably drive him from power. But
the zeal of our friends to assist our
global war on terrorism may have al-
ready taken flight.

The general unease surrounding this
war is not just due to ‘‘orange alert.”
There is a pervasive sense of rush and
risk and too many questions unan-
swered. How long will we be in Iraq?
What will be the cost? What is the ulti-
mate mission? How great is the danger
at home?

A pall has fallen over the Senate
Chamber. We avoid our solemn duty to
debate the one topic on the minds of all
Americans, even while scores of thou-
sands of our sons and daughters faith-
fully do their duty in Iraq.

What is happening to this country—
my country, your country, our coun-
try? When did we become a nation
which ignores and berates our friends
and calls them irrelevant? When did we
decide to risk undermining inter-
national order by adopting a radical
and doctrinaire approach to using our
awesome military might? How can we
abandon diplomatic efforts when the
turmoil in the world cries out for diplo-
macy?

Why can this President not seem to
see that America’s true power lies not
in its will to intimidate, but in its abil-
ity to inspire?

War appears inevitable. But I con-
tinue to hope that the cloud will lift.
Perhaps Saddam will yet turn tail and
run. Perhaps reason will somehow still
prevail. I along with millions, scores of
millions of Americans will pray for the
safety of our troops, for the innocent
civilians—women, children, babies, old
and young, crippled, deformed, sick—in
Iraq, and for the security of our home-
land.

May God continue to bless the United
States of America in the troubled days
ahead, and may we somehow recapture
the vision which for the present eludes
us.

Madam President, I yield the floor
and suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Expressions of approval or
approval are not permitted.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to use time under
the resolution.

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

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I ob-
served the comments of the distin-

dis-
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guished Senator from West Virginia
concerning the events which are about
to transpire within the next hour or so,
or days. I did not really look forward
to coming to the floor and debating the
issue. It has been debated. It has been
discussed in the media. It has been dis-
cussed at every kitchen table in Amer-
ica. But I felt it would be important for
me to respond to allegations con-
cerning the United States of America,
its status in the world, and, in par-
ticular, what happens after this con-
flict is over, which I do not think we
have paid enough attention to, perhaps
understandably, because our first and
foremost consideration is the welfare
of the young men and women we are
sending in harm’s way.

But to allege that somehow the
United States of America has de-
meaned itself or tarnished its reputa-
tion by being involved in liberating the
people of Iraq, to me, simply is neither
factual nor fair.

The United States of America has in-
volved itself in the effort to disarm
Saddam Hussein, and now freedom for
the Iraqi people, with the same prin-
ciples that motivated the TUnited
States of America in most of the con-
flicts we have been involved in, most
recently Kosovo and Bosnia, and in
which, in both of those cases, the
United States national security was
not at risk, but what was at risk was
our advocacy and willingness to serve
and sacrifice on behalf of people who
are the victims of oppression and geno-
cide.

We did not go into Bosnia because
Mr. Milosevic had weapons of mass de-
struction. We did not go into Kosovo
because ethnic Albanians or others
were somehow a threat to the security
of the United States. We entered into
those conflicts because we could not
stand by and watch innocent men,
women, and children being slaughtered,
raped, and ‘‘ethnically cleansed.” We
found a new phrase for our lexicon:
“ethnic cleansing.” Ethnic cleansing is
a phrase which has incredible implica-
tions.

The mission our military is about to
embark on is fraught with danger, and
it means the loss of brave young Amer-
ican lives. But I also believe it offers
the opportunity for a new day for the
Iraqi people.

Madam President, there is one thing
I am sure of, that we will find the Iraqi
people have been the victims of an in-
credible level of brutalization, terror,
murder, and every other kind of dis-
graceful and distasteful oppression on
the part of Saddam Hussein’s regime.
And contrary to the assertion of the
Senator from West Virginia, when the
people of Iraq are liberated, we will
again have written another chapter in
the glorious history of the United
States of America, that we will fight
for the freedom of other citizens of the
world, and we again assert the most
glorious phrase, in my view, ever writ-
ten in the English language; and that
is: We hold these truths to be self-evi-
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dent, that all men are created equal
and endowed by their Creator with cer-
tain inalienable rights, and among
these are life, liberty, and the pursuit
of happiness.

The people of Iraq, for the first time,
will be able to realize those inalienable
rights. I am proud of the United States
of America. I am proud of the leader-
ship of the President of the United
States.

It is not an easy decision to send
America’s young men and women into
harm’s way. As I said before, some of
them will not be returning. But to
somehow assert, as some do, that the
people of Iraq and the Middle East are
not entitled to those same God-given
rights that Americans and people all
over the country are, that they do not
have those same hopes and dreams and
aspirations our own citizens do, to me,
is a degree of condescension. I might
even use stronger language than that
to describe it.

So I respectfully disagree with the
remarks of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia. I believe the President of the
United States has done everything nec-
essary and has exercised every option
short of war, which has led us to the
point we are today.

I believe that, obviously, we will re-
move a threat to America’s national
security because we will find there are
still massive amounts of weapons of
mass destruction in Iraq.

Although Theodore Roosevelt is my
hero and role model, I also, in many
ways, am Wilsonian in the respect that
America, this great Nation of ours, will
again contribute to the freedom and
liberty of an oppressed people who oth-
erwise never might enjoy those free-
doms.

So perhaps the Senator from West
Virginia is right. I do not think so.
Events will prove one of us correct in
the next few days. But I rely on history
as my guide to the future, and history
shows us, unequivocally, that this Na-
tion has stood for freedom and democ-
racy, even at the risk and loss of Amer-
ican lives, so that all might enjoy the
same privileges or have the oppor-
tunity to someday enjoy the same
privileges as we do in this noble experi-
ment called the United States of Amer-
ica.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
CRAPO).

The Senator from Washington.

AMENDMENT NO. 284
(Purpose: To fully fund the No Child Left Be-
hind Act in 2004 and reduce debt by reduc-
ing tax breaks for the wealthiest tax-
payers)

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
myself, Senators KENNEDY, HARKIN,
BINGAMAN, KERRY, MIKULSKI, JOHNSON,
SARBANES, EDWARDS, and CLINTON.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-
RAY], for herself, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HARKIN,

(Mr.
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Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. KERRY, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. EDWARDS,
and Mrs. CLINTON proposes an amendment
numbered 284.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the
amendment I offer is the one I spoke
about earlier today. Clearly, we are in
a very important day in the history of
this country, and really of this world,
as we wait to find out what is going to
happen in Iraq. All of our thoughts and
prayers are with the young men and
women who wait, as we do, to see what
is going to happen. Certainly our coun-
try is anxious and on edge, and we all
hope they are successful. We all hope
this endeavor leaves us where this
country needs to be. But certainly a lot
else is going on as well.

Here we are on the floor of the Sen-
ate debating a budget resolution that
has been put forward by the majority
party.

I am one of those who come to the
Chamber to express my serious concern
that the budget before us does not in-
clude any funds to pay for the war in
Iraq, nor does it pay for the peace we
hope will ensue afterwards. We do not
know what the cost is going to be. Yet
hidden inside this budget is a major tax
cut that will make it impossible for us
to be able to provide what is important
for the country, whether it is a war in
Iraq or, as my constituents are worried
about, a conflict in North Korea, if one
occurs there as well.

Also, in this budget we are looking at
tremendous cuts to the education of
our young children. It is especially im-
portant today, as we face the uncertain
future of where we go from here, that
we give some certainty to the children
in our classrooms, because now more
than ever we need to make sure they
have a solid education, that they are
capable of making it through school
with the skills they need so they can
help get our economy back on track
and make us strong for whatever fu-
ture conflict the country may find
itself in, but also so they can be pro-
ductive adults.

Not very long ago this body passed a
bill called No Child Left Behind. It was
a promise from the President and all of
us who worked on it that we would put
in place for the first time strong ac-
countability rules for the public edu-
cation system. We would hold schools,
teachers, and principals accountable to
make sure our students met the high
standards we were setting. But that
was not all the legislation promised. It
also promised that we would fund what
was necessary to help our children
reach those goals.

It promised that every classroom
would have a high-quality teacher.
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That is a problem in our country today
where many teachers are in classrooms
where they don’t have the skills they
need to teach the subjects they are re-
quired to teach. It requires in this bill
that we have a highly qualified teacher
in every classroom. That doesn’t just
happen. It happens because we make
sure the resources are there to do it.
Without the money to make that hap-
pen, we have passed on an unfunded
mandate to the States.

We said in No Child Left Behind that
children will be in an environment
where they can learn. Far too many
children are in classrooms that have 35
or 40 children in first, second, and third
grade classrooms. There is no way
those children who come to class,
many of them in very difficult situa-
tions, have the ability to learn basic
math, science, English, writing skills
because they don’t have the time of a
teacher when there are too many kids
in the classroom. We need to make sure
we help provide the resources so we
don’t set kids up to test but that we ac-
tually provide the resources so they
are in a small enough classroom with a
highly qualified teacher.

The budget before us does not provide
funds for this. It only comes through
with half of the promise we gave to our
children several years ago that we
would leave no child behind. It leaves
the promise of testing, but it does not
fulfill the promise of funding.

The amendment I have sent to the
desk will fully fund the No Child Left
Behind Act. It says it is a priority of
our country that we will not just pass
an unfunded mandate on to States but
that we will assure that children have
afterschool programs so they can get
the extra skills they need to catch up
and pass the tests we are requiring
them to take. It means we will fully
fund title I funding so that 6 million of
our most disadvantaged students will
not be left behind. It provides funds for
English language acquisition and safe
and drug free schools and, importantly,
rural education.

The Presiding Officer knows, as I do,
that in many of our rural school dis-
tricts we have a difficult time attract-
ing qualified teachers. They often leave
to go to urban or suburban schools
where it is easier to teach. We want to
make sure that even if there are only
40 kids in a school building, that they
get the same help and instruction and
qualified teachers so they can learn the
skills they need to pass the tests we
have required of them. My amendment
will make sure that we fund the rural
education programs.

If we don’t do this, we are passing an
unfunded mandate on to States at a
time that they cannot afford to take it.
My State legislature is facing a $2.5 bil-
lion budget deficit right now. They are
struggling to come to some difficult
decisions. It is extremely unfair of us
at the Federal level to tell them, while
they are struggling through these
budget decisions, that they now have a
new unfunded mandate of making sure
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children pass tests; otherwise, their
schools are failing and not providing
the funds to make sure that happens.

Our State legislators do not have the
funds to fund a Federal mandate. If we
will not follow through with the fund-
ing, we cannot keep the first half of No
Child Left Behind that says that
schools have to be held accountable. I
don’t want to lower the standards. I
don’t want to take that accountability
away. But I also do not want to pass on
an unfunded mandate to schools today
when they are struggling with fewer re-
sources because our own State legisla-
tures are having difficulty in these
tough economic times giving them the
tools they need. I hope we don’t fail at
No Child Left Behind by not providing
funding but providing the mandates.

It will be imperative for this Con-
gress to come back and revisit this if
we don’t provide the funds because I as-
sure you every school board member—
and I was a school board member at
one time—will be back here screaming
about unfunded mandates. We will end
up having to take steps backward in
accountability in order to accommo-
date them. I don’t think that is where
any Member here wants to go.

The amendment I sent to the desk
will help us reach that goal by fully
funding the No Child Left Behind Act
so we can keep both sides of the prom-
ise that we made to the children and to
the parents and to the school employ-
ees and to the districts across the
country that when we said No Child
Left Behind, we said accountability,
but we also said resources.

I stand here terribly conscious that
Senator Wellstone no longer sits be-
hind me because of the tragedy that oc-
curred right before the election of last
year. I know if Senator Wellstone were
here, he would be walking up and down
this aisle yelling about the fact that
we can’t educate kids on a tin cup
budget.

I will tell you, the Republican budget
that is before us today is a tin cup
budget. It is a budget that does not
provide the resources that our young
people need in order to be able to learn,
in order for teachers to educate our
children, and for them to be a success.

It would be a tremendous setback for
this country in terms of education if
we don’t pass this amendment and as-
sure that our schools are funded.

It is a difficult day for all of us to be
in the Senate debating these critical
issues. We all know that hanging over
us is a war that could possibly begin at
any time. Our hearts are heavy with
what could occur in the next few weeks
and months. But it is also a time that
we cannot abandon our young children.
They are counting on us as the adults
to make the right decisions for them
and not to forget them in this time of
crisis. If we don’t pass this amendment
and fully fund No Child Left Behind, it
will send a message to every child that
we have forgotten them. I will not do
that. I will work hard every day to
make sure we fund the important edu-
cation structure and give our kids the



March 19, 2003

opportunity to learn and succeed. That
is a commitment every one of us
should take as a tremendous responsi-
bility.

I know there are other Senators who
wish to speak on the amendment. I will
yield the floor in a few minutes.

I want to make a few more comments
before I do that. I see Senator GREGG is
here as well. I know we have to debate
what is full funding and what should be
our responsibility. But I think the out-
lines of No Child Left Behind are fairly
clear in what our commitment is to
young people. If we don’t fully fund
title I to give disadvantaged students
the opportunity to learn, we are requir-
ing them to take a test and not giving
them the resources they need, coming
from a disadvantaged background, to
be able to pass those tests. I think that
is a pretty sorry statement in the Sen-
ate.

The amendment I am offering has
$8.9 billion in funding for Function 500,
so it will fully fund the No Child Left
Behind Act. As I stated earlier, the
programs that it will fully fund are
title I, teacher quality, class size,
English language acquisition, after-
school centers, and rural education. It
also includes sufficient funding to re-
store the President’s cuts that are in
the Republican budget before us for
programs such as smaller learning
communities and dropout prevention
programs.

The amendment also includes $8.9 bil-
lion for deficit reduction. I think both
the education and deficit reduction
funding are extremely important right
now. This is all taken from the divi-
dend tax cut.

I know we are going to have a tax de-
bate later on, but I have talked to
many of my constituents across the
State of Washington, and when they
are given the choice of whether or not
to have a tax cut that actually doesn’t
benefit many of the residents of the
State of Washington or this country or
the opportunity to provide a good edu-
cation for young children who are in
school today, they all choose that their
money be spent on young children so
they can have an opportunity.

Bill Gates is a constituent of mine.
He is a wonderful success story. He will
benefit tremendously from the tax cut
in the Republican budget. But I think
he and most of my constituents agree
that they would benefit much more
from a citizenry that is left behind
that is educated and capable of pro-
ducing and capable of producing an-
other Bill Gates in the future.

If we rob our children of an edu-
cation, we are also robbing ourselves of
future entrepreneurs who can be suc-
cessful businessmen, businesswomen,
and be in walks of life that help create
new jobs for the future. It is very
shortsighted to not fully fund No Child
Left Behind for the future of the coun-
try.

We will have other amendments, I
know, during this budget debate, to
fully fund IDEA. That is an issue this
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Senate has taken up and talked about
many times. We actually had hoped to
fully fund IDEA not that long ago, but
we were told we had to wait for reau-
thorization. We are still waiting for the
reauthorization bill to come over, and
we still have not fully funded IDEA.

I know Senator KENNEDY is on the
floor as well. He has been a staunch
proponent of fully funding education
for our young children and is even con-
cerned about the Pell grants and their
funding in this budget. We have many
students in college who are struggling
to pay their tuition and are finding
themselves taking out loans of tremen-
dous size just to get through school,
and they are graduating with thou-
sands of dollars in loans. It is really
important that we don’t leave a gen-
eration with huge debt, trying to pay
them off, if we want our economy to
get back on track.

Senator KENNEDY will talk later on
the importance of increasing the Pell
grant funding so that we leave fewer
students with tremendous loans in the
future. I know Senator DODD will be
out here also to talk about Head Start
and day care and other issues affecting
young people.

Let me conclude by saying that there
are thousands of young children in this
country who are waiting anxiously to
see if the U.S. Senate can live up to the
obligations of the No Child Left Behind
Act that was passed not long ago.
Today, we will have an opportunity
with the amendments that I have to let
the young kids know that we in this
country are ready to stand by them.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COR-
NYN). The Senator from Oklahoma is
recognized.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we vote in re-
lation to the Murray amendment at 5
o’clock this evening, with the time
until then equally divided. I know my
colleague from Washington spoke, but I
say the time divided equally on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I am
trying to understand the amendment. I
have not looked at it totally. The Sen-
ator’s amendment would increase fund-
ing in this education function by $8.9
billion for fiscal year 2004?

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. NICKLES. We have a 10-year
budget. Do you increase funding in 2005
or 2006 or any of the outyears?

Mrs. MURRAY. This just sets the ap-
propriations level for this year and
2004.

Mr. NICKLES. You also increase
taxes, or decrease the tax cut—which-
ever language you want to use—by an
amount of how much?

Mrs. MURRAY. The amount in the
amendment reduces the tax cut by $17.8
billion.

Mr. NICKLES. Now, what percentage
of an increase in the—$8.9 billion is
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what percent of an increase over the
money being spent this year?

Mrs. MURRAY. It is approximately
an 8-percent increase.

Mr. NICKLES. My calculation is that
it is closer to 40 percent.

Mrs. MURRAY. Well, I am happy to
doublecheck to answer the Senator,
but I would be astounded—I believe it
is an 8-percent increase over the fund-
ing level.

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator yield
further?

Mrs. MURRAY. Yes, absolutely.

Mr. NICKLES. Doesn’t your amend-
ment deal only with No Child Left Be-
hind?

Mrs. MURRAY. It ensures that we
fully fund No Child Left Behind for fis-
cal year 2004 and the programs within
the No Child Left Behind.

Mr. NICKLES. Correct me if I am
wrong, but isn’t that figure $23.6 bil-
lion, and so you would increase that
amount by $8.9 billion, and isn’t that
closer to 40 percent?

Mrs. MURRAY. You are talking
about the overall education funding. I
am talking about the No Child Left Be-
hind Act.

Mr. NICKLES. We will have to debate
that. I believe I am talking about the
No Child Left Behind. I believe you are
increasing that by about 40 percent,
which is kind of hard to understand.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. I am happy to yield
to my colleague from Massachusetts. I
want to clarify that the vote that will
occur at 5 o’clock will be on the
amendment that I have offered; is that
correct?

Mr. NICKLES. On or
thereto.

Mrs. MURRAY. No amendments will
be in order prior to the vote.

Mr. NICKLES. I am reserving the
right to table the amendment, and no
amendment prior to that vote. We still
would have the option for a motion to
table, and if a motion to table wasn’t
successful, to offer a substitute amend-
ment.

Mrs. MURRAY. I yield to the Senator
from Massachusetts.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
budget that is before us at this present
time is about one basic and funda-
mental issue, and that is the issue of
priorities, the issue of choices, how we
are going to allocate scarce resources
in this country.

The fact is that the Republican budg-
et has said we will add $1.6 trillion in
additional tax breaks, most of which
will go to the very wealthy individuals
in this country.

The Senator from the State of Wash-
ington says, no, let’s just take $8.9 bil-
lion of that and designate that for the
No Child Left Behind Act, and then
let’s take another $8.9 billion towards
reducing the deficit that we are addi-
tionally creating with the $1.6 trillion
in additional tax reductions.

in relation
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The question is very simple: Do we
want to educate the children of this
country, or do we want more tax
breaks for the very wealthy? That is
the issue before the Senate.

It is going to be clouded up with a lot
of other kinds of rhetoric, but it is a
choice. Do you want to educate the
children, or do you want more tax
breaks? That is the issue. That is the
issue.

Mr. President, I will use figures from
the Department of Education. The De-
partment of Education—this is their
document—for the year 2003, the total
figure for education is $563 billion. And
now the President’s request is $53 bil-
lion. There it is. That is the Repub-
lican President’s request on No Child
Left Behind—effectively flat funding.
Flat funding.

Now, we know the President of the
United States worked with the Con-
gress—Republicans and Democrats—to
enact the No Child Left Behind Act.
That added important reforms and ac-
countability—accountability for the
children to perform, accountability of
the schools to teach, accountability for
the teachers to learn and to be well-
qualified, accountability for the par-
ents to become involved, account-
ability on the local communities to
have responsibilities. It also had ac-
countability for the Congress of the
United States to fund that program,
and this administration has abandoned
that accountability. It has abandoned
it. The documents from the adminis-
tration’s Department of Education
show that.

At this hour, the Senator from Wash-
ington is saying: We do not want to ab-
dicate our responsibility. Maybe the
administration does, but we do not,
and the Senate will have an oppor-
tunity at 5 o’clock to indicate whether
they prefer to give additional hundreds
of millions of dollars to the wealthiest
individuals, or to meet our funda-
mental commitment to children and
parents, b5 million of them across this
country, and make sure they have a
well-qualified teacher in their class-
rooms, make sure there are going to be
after-school programs to assist these
children, make sure they have a sound
curriculum, make sure that the tests
are going to test those children on that
curriculum, and that if a child falls be-
hind, they are going to get the supple-
mentary services they need. This is all
at a time when the States are in deficit
of $90 billion. A third of that money is
education; 75 percent of that is for K
through 12.

The children are being put through
the wringers. They are being put
through the wringers in all 50 States. I
will not take the time to read from let-
ters from teachers and superintendents
of schools or school boards, but that is
the message they are sending.

We made a commitment, a promise
to those children and to their parents.
The choice is very simple: Are we going
to meet that commitment in sup-
porting the amendment of the Senator
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from Washington, or are we going to
give additional tax breaks to the
wealthiest individuals? It is as simple
and fundamental and basic as that, Mr.
President, make no mistake about it. I
hope later on we will have a chance to
do something about that.

Finally, on the President’s proposal
for education, if we look over the pe-
riod to the year 2010, with the requests
that are being made in the President’s
budget there are still 5.6 million chil-
dren left behind. There it is under this
administration. I remember when the
administration wanted the title ‘“‘No
Child Left Behind,” and we talked
about that in our conference. As we
talked about that, we said: Are we real-
ly going to leave children behind, or is
this going to be a commitment? It was
clear to me that Republicans and
Democrats in the conference said: This
is going to be a commitment.

Unless we accept the amendment of
the Senator from Washington and un-
less we are going to start on a glide-
path towards funding No Child Left Be-
hind, we are going to leave millions of
children in this country behind. Which
is it, Senate of the United States: bil-
lions more for tax breaks for wealthy
individuals or investing in the children
who are out there tonight, today, this
evening, studying hard, trying to make
a go of it and finding out that instead
of having maybe 15, 18, 20 pupils in a
class, this year there are going to be 25
or 30 in it? And we can go down the
list. Every Member knows that.

It is a question of priorities, and the
Murray amendment is as clear as can
be. I hope when the time comes, the
amendment will be accepted.

I reserve the remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, what is
the status of the time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from OKklahoma retains 26 min-
utes. The Senator from Washington re-
tains 10 minutes 40 seconds.

Mr. GREGG. I ask to be yielded 15
minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. I yield 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, first, I
always enjoy hearing the Senator from
Massachusetts and the Senator from
Washington discuss education, espe-
cially the Senator from Massachusetts.
I appreciate the fact we put micro-
phones in the Chamber because that
certainly helps me hear him as we go
forward.

I wish to start, however, with the
question of the budget. I thought I
would bring along the budget on edu-
cation that we passed last year when
the Democratic membership controlled
the Senate. So I did, and here it is.

You may be asking, Where is it? It
did not pass. The budget on education
was not even brought to the floor last
yvear. An epiphany has occurred. Sud-
denly, they are concerned about edu-
cation. Suddenly, they are interested
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in education enough to debate it in this
budget. But where were they last year?
Where were they? They were not on the
floor of the Senate promoting a budget
to promote education. This is their
budget last year on education. A blank
page.

We have to go back in history to find
out what the position of the member-
ship of the other party is relative to
the issue of funding education in com-
parison with what this President has
done.

This President has dramatically in-
creased funding for education, and if
we compare his commitment to edu-
cation to the prior administration’s
commitment to education in the years
when the prior administration pro-
posed education funding, we will see
that in the last year of the Clinton ad-
ministration, there was $42 billion
being spent on education. This year, a
proposed $66.5 billion is being spent on
education by this President.

President Bush’s commitment to
education has been the second largest
factor of increase in the Federal budget
over the last 3 years. It has meant real
dollars going to the issue of education.

Now let’s turn to the question of title
I, which is the purpose of this amend-
ment, which is the No Child Left Be-
hind issue. Let’s look at all the issues
for a moment. Let’s compare what the
Democratic leadership did when they
controlled the Senate versus what we
have done under Republican control of
the Senate over the last few years.

From the period 2001 to 2004, when we
had Republican leadership in the Sen-
ate, the red bars reflect increases in
education funding for title I, for IDEA,
Pell grants, and total discretionary
education. Increases from the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle during this same
period were minuscule; in fact, one was
even a negative in the Pell grant area
during that same period. There are dra-
matic increases coming from this
President.

Let’s look at title I because this is
the most stark, dramatic, and I think
precise chart we have to reflect what is
really being done.

Since the Republicans took control
of the Senate and the Congress, we see
these huge increases in funding for
title I: $1 billion a year since President
Bush has been in office. Every year, $1
billion, $1 billion, $1 billion on top of
the prior amounts, as compared with
1993 through 1995. In fact, if we went
back further, it would be worse coming
in from the prior administration. So
the commitment has been there.

If we look at the history of title I in-
creases, which is what this amendment
is about, and compare what President
Clinton did when the Democrats were
in control to what President Bush has
done since he has been in charge, dur-
ing the 1994 to 2001 period, over the 8-
year period, President Clinton proposed
$2.4 billion in increases in title I fund-
ing; in 3 years, President Bush has pro-
posed $3.9 billion in increases in fund-
ing.
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It is very easy to come to the floor in
a difficult fiscal time when we are fac-
ing a war, when there are a lot of pres-
sures on us because of a deficit, and say
you have no responsibility because you
do not produce budgets that you are
willing to increase spending ad infi-
nitum, which is what this amendment
essentially does. It is a little more dif-
ficult, however, in a time of deficits,
when we are at war, to come forward
and actually increase spending, which
is exactly what President Bush did.

I note, during this period, 1994 to
2001, we were running surpluses. The
opportunity was there to increase
spending without a great deal of choice
in the area of priorities. Today it is a
much tougher situation, and the
choices on priorities have been made,
and President Bush is committed to
that funding.

Now I will go to one other chart,
which I find absolutely startling be-
cause I think this shows some of these
amendments we are going to be getting
from the other side, especially on the
issue of education, are taking advan-
tage of the fact that the other side does
not have to produce a budget.

Let’s look back when they did, theo-
retically, have to produce a budget. Of
course, they did not. We could go back
to their budget, which was a blank
page, but they did produce an appro-
priations bill, which they never passed.
In fact, they never even called it to the
floor of the Senate. It took the Repub-
lican Congress 2 weeks to pass it. The
other side had a whole year. They were
not able to do it, but we were able to
do it. I will get into the numbers there,
but the fact is when they produced
their budget, or their appropriations
bill, what did they have in their num-
bers for funding? They had $11.8 billion.
What was the authorization level? It
was $16 billion. So by their own terms,
the last time they had control, the last
time they had the opportunity to do
the job of governing, they underfunded
the title I account by $4 billion—by
their terminology, not by mine.

How many children did they silence,
to use the term of Senator KENNEDY?
How many are added up in that $4 bil-
lion figure? I do not know. Personally,
I do not think that is a proper way to
address it, but if those are the
terminologies one is going to use, then
what is good for the goose is good for
the gander. The fact is they were $4 bil-
lion short of their own goal. So a lot of
what we are hearing today is tilting
with straw dogs when it comes to the
issue of how much is being spent and
who is spending what.

Let’s look a little bit, though, at
what this President has done—a 145
percent increase in education funding,
as compared with health, as compared
with defense, a huge increase.

The argument is being made that
title I has not been fully funded be-
cause the authorization levels have not
been met. That, of course, goes to this
chart. If we were to fully fund every
bill that has been authorized by this
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Congress—well, just by our com-
mittee—we would be talking trillions
of dollars. We all recognize that au-
thorization level is not the level at
which we end up. We end up at an ap-
propriated level. And the question be-
comes: How do different accounts com-
pete within those appropriation ac-
counts? Who is being successful, who is
not? Where are the priorities? Where
are the choices being made?

The point this chart unalterably
makes is that as far as this administra-
tion is concerned, the priority is edu-
cation—a billion dollars of new funding
for title I every year since this admin-
istration has been in office—in fact,
$1.5 billion one year, I think, and $1 bil-
lion for special education funding
every year since this administration
has been in office, which compares
rather starkly, as I mentioned, with
the Clinton years in the area of title I,
where essentially there were very little
funding increases. Over 7 years, it was
$2.4 billion as compared with $3.9 bil-
lion for the Bush administration.

The issue of whether or not this is an
unfunded mandate is a total misrepre-
sentation relative to No Child Left Be-
hind. The fact is the funding that is
flowing into the States to support No
Child Left Behind is flowing in before
the States and the communities have
an obligation to do things under No
Child Left Behind. We are actually
prefunding many, if not all, of the obli-
gations which the States are assuming
under No Child Left Behind to the ex-
tent we ask them to do things.

For example, testing regime. In the
State of New Hampshire it costs about
$300,000 to produce a test. Under No
Child Left Behind, we have asked that
instead of testing three grades, they
are going to have to test three more
grades, a number of more grades, actu-
ally, but they do not have to have
those tests up and running for awhile.
However, we are giving them the
money today to design the tests. Not
only are we giving them money, but on
the average we are giving New Hamp-
shire at least $500,000 to develop new
tests. It only costs them $300,000 to do
the test. They are making $200,000 per
test that they develop, and that is true
across the country.

It is also true of the basic funding re-
gime relative to issues, for example,
like teachers. We heard a little talk
about teachers. The President’s com-
mitment for funding for teachers is up
35 percent over what the prior adminis-
tration did, a $726 million increase
coming into this year.

More importantly, under No Child
Left Behind, we no longer put strings
behind those dollars. We say to the
local school districts, instead of having
to use this new money, the 35 percent
increase in funding for education for
teachers and for teacher support, in-
stead of having to use that money to
hire more teachers, you, the principal,
can make the decision to use that
money to hire more teachers, if that is
what you need, to pay your best teach-
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ers more, if that is what you think is
going to get you good teachers to stay
there, to give your teachers better edu-
cation by sending them out to schools
and getting supplemental education for
them, by giving them technology sup-
port. You have the choice. You, the
school district, are going to get this
extra money. Plus, you are going to get
it without strings. You are going to
have flexibility as to how to use it so
you can make that dollar go further.

So to represent that the teacher side
of the No Child Left Behind bill has not
only been underfunded but is not being
adequately managed is just inaccurate.
The fact is, it has been funded, it has
been increased, and it is a dramatically
more liberal use of the dollars at the
discretion of the local school district. I
know they are going to get more for
the dollars spent.

Now I guess we are going to have
time later on—I ask the Chair how
much time I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
minutes.

Mr. GREGG. The record on special
education is even more dramatic.
Where the Clinton administration es-
sentially flatlined special education for
8 years, this administration has in-
creased it, by historic levels, over a bil-
lion dollars a year every year—dra-
matic increases for special education.

We will get into that. We will get
into the issue of the Pell grants, where
the numbers are equally stark, where
this administration has made huge
commitments in comparison to the
time when the responsibilities for fund-
ing education actually fell into the
hands of our colleagues across the
aisle. But what we have today, unfortu-
nately, is an attempt to use the lack of
responsibility to have to produce a
budget to throw out numbers which are
irresponsible and claim that they are
responsible.

The last budget the Democrats pro-
duced on the issue of education was a
blank. That is what they brought to
the floor on the issue of education last
year, whereas the President of the
United States stepped up to the plate
and increased title I funding by $3.9 bil-
lion in 3 years. That is real commit-
ment to the kids of America.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator DODD
be listed as a cosponsor on my amend-
ment.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Massachusetts and
then 4 minutes to the Senator from
New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Department of Edu-
cation’s fiscal year 2004 President’s
budget be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FISCAL YEAR 2004 PRESIDENT'S BUDGET

[In thousands of dollars

2003 Presi- 2004 Presi-  Change from
Office, account, program and activity DIM 2005;&?{0' dent’s re- ZOO?ia?E]%ro- dent’s re- 2003 appro-
P quest P quest priation

Contributions (DEOA, section 421) M 485 0 0 0 0

Outlays M 469 85 0 0 0
General fund receipts:

1. Perkins loan repayments M (39,041) (50,000) (50,000) (50,000) 0

2. CHAFL downward reestimate of loan subsidi M 27) (27) (27) 0 21

Total (39,068) (50,027) (50,027) (50,000) 27

Outlays, Total (39,068) (50,027) (50,027) (50,000) 27

Budget authority total, Education Department 55,747,031 60,403,502 60,962,382 63,626,734 2,664,352

Discretionary funds D 249,505,598 250,309,879 250,868,759 255,383,203 4,514,444

A y funds M 6,241,433 10,093,623 10,093,623 8,243,531 (1,850,092)

Outlays total, Education Department ... 46,285284 59,379,318 59,753,542 58,864,922 (888,620)

Discretionary funds D 41,305,647 50,039,352 50,272,152 51,170,323 898,171

Mandatory funds M 4,979,637 9,339,966 9,481,390 7,694,599 (1,786,791)

LExcludes funds for increased agency pension and annuitant health benefits costs, which are currently paid from a central Office of Personnel Management fund: $23,728 thousand in fiscal year 2003 and $22,528 thousand in fiscal

year 2004.

2Excludes a total of $15,011,301 thousand in advance appropriations that becomes available on October 1 of the succeeding fiscal year.

3Excludes a total of $17,255,301 thousand in advance appropriations that becomes available on October 1 of fiscal year 2004.

Note: Appropriation totals displayed above reflect the total funds provided in the year of appropriation, including advance appropriation amounts that do not become available until the succeeding fiscal year. The total budget authority
reflects funds that become available in the fiscal year shown, which includes new amounts provided for that fiscal year and amounts advanced from the prior year's appropriation.

Note: This budget replaces the table prepared when the fiscal year 2004 President’s Budget was transmitted to Congress on February 3, 2003, prior to enactment of the fiscal year 2003 appropriation. The fiscal year 2003 appropriation
has since been enacted and is included in this table. The fiscal year 2004 President’s budget remains the same as requested on February 3.

Mr. KENNEDY. What it shows is the
appropriations for 2002, $49 billion; the
President’s request is $50 billion. They
added $400 million. Then the appropria-
tions went up $3 billion because of the
activity on the floor of the Senate. The
next year the administration asked for
$26 million—an increase of 5/100th of
one percent. Let us look at the point
my good friend, Senator GREGG, left be-
hind. The point he has not disputed is
we have 6.2 million children who are
left behind. Let’s forget what happened
to the Republicans, let’s forget what
happened to the Democrats, and say
let’s accept the Murray amendment
that will include 3 million more chil-
dren. Let’s not argue about the past.
Let’s argue about the future.

This amendment will increase by 3
million the number of children who
will be covered. We have a chance to do
that tonight. We have a chance to do
that at 5 o’clock. That is what we are
asking the Senate to do, instead of
having additional tax breaks for the
wealthiest individuals in this country.

Put the children first. That is what
the Murray amendment would do.

I hope my good friend from New
Hampshire will join us hand in hand to-
gether and support the Murray amend-
ment, and we will cut in half the num-
ber of children being left behind.

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator from
Oklahoma yield a couple of minutes to
respond?

Mr. NICKLES. I yield 4 minutes to
my colleague.

Mr. GREGG. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts argued it might have credi-
bility and might have legs were it not
for the fact there is presently—because
of the huge amount of money the
President of the United States, George
Bush, has put into this account—there
is presently unspent title I dollars rep-
resenting billions.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GREGG. Is this a question?

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. The Senator is
not surprised on that because they al-
ways commit that money in July of
the next year. You can use all the

charts you want; it is committed and it
is expended in July. Everyone under-
stands that.

Mr. GREGG. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s question, and I am sure it was a
question, although I never really actu-
ally heard the question.

But I make the point this is 2001
money, 2 years ago; August has already
come and gone for 2001; and 2002 is fast
approaching.

The fact is, we are putting so much
money in the pipeline so fast because
we are prefunding this issue, as we
should be, that we are not creating an
unfunded mandate. We are actually
creating a situation where many
States are, for at least the moment,
not making money but seeing a signifi-
cant surplus in the amount of money
coming in relationship to the amount
of money they are having to spend to
reach the goals of No Child Left Be-
hind, which, as we all know, is to give
low-income Kkids a better shot at the
American dream by educating them
properly.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let
me speak for the 4 minutes I was allo-
cated by the Senator from Washington
to support the amendment Senator
MURRAY and Senator KENNEDY have
put forward. I compliment them on the
leadership they provide on education
issues and this amendment in par-
ticular.

I heard my colleague from New
Hampshire talk about how we cannot
just increase funding ad infinitum,
that what this amendment would do is
throw out numbers that are irrespon-
sible. That was one of his phrases.

As I understand the amendment, and
the reason I am cosponsoring the
amendment, this amendment proposes
to fully fund the No Child Left Behind
Act. All it is saying is we made an
agreement on a bipartisan basis. The
President participated in that agree-
ment. We told the people of our States
and our school districts that we were
going to provide a certain level of sup-

port to help them implement the No
Child Left Behind Act. The budget be-
fore the Senate does not do that.

The suggestion is made that the rea-
son it has not done that is because
there is surplus money that has come
into the State and we prefunded things
and they have not been able to spend
the money in the pipeline. This is news
to the school districts in my State and
to the people involved with trying to
educate the children in my State. In
fact, when I go home, what I hear from
people in my State is that we have
these new requirements, we need as-
sistance, we need resources. If you
want us to train teachers’ aides, which
we want to do, if you want us to raise
the level of qualifications of our teach-
ers, which we want to do, please help.
Please come through with the re-
sources that were committed in the No
Child Left Behind Act. That is exactly
what this amendment tries to do.

The other comment I heard was we
cannot fully fund every bill that is au-
thorized in this Congress. That is not
what the Senator from Washington and
the Senator from Massachusetts are
proposing. They are saying, let’s just
fully fund this bill. Let’s take edu-
cation and recognize that it needs to be
a priority.

In this budget resolution, we have
over $1.3 trillion in tax cuts. Now, is it
too much to say that $8.9 billion of ad-
ditional funds should go into edu-
cation? I don’t think that is an unrea-
sonable request. I think, clearly, the
priorities of the American people
would be with us, and they would
agree, let’s fully fund the No Child Left
Behind Act before we start cutting
taxes.

We all know we have enormous other
expenses that are coming at us as a re-
sult of the war that is imminent in
Iraq. I certainly intend to support
those expenditures, but to suggest that
we do not have enough money left to
pursue our education funding, to keep
the promise we made to the American
people at the time the No Child Left
Behind Act was signed into law, is very
unfortunate.



March 19, 2003

I participated with the Secretary of
Education when he came to my State
and had something of a rally in Albu-
querque to talk about No Child Left
Behind and what a wonderful thing it
was for the State. I supported that leg-
islation. I supported it all the way
through. I worked with my colleagues
to try to be sure it made good sense
and fit the circumstances of our State.
But I did so always on the assumption
that we would then come along and
provide the Federal support to the
States for local school districts to im-
plement those improvements.

I think it is essential we do that. I
think it is essential we adopt the Mur-
ray-Kennedy amendment. I hope our
colleagues will support this amend-
ment and keep faith with the young
people of our country.

Everyone in this body gives speeches
talking about how the future lies with
the children of the country. We need to
do right by them and adopt this
amendment and make education a pri-
ority in this budget.

The pending budget simply sets the
wrong priorities by providing over $1.3
trillion in tax benefits to the wealthi-
est while cutting education funding.

This budget abandons the promise to
leave no child behind by cutting fund-
ing for the No Child Left Behind Act—
legislation repeatedly embraced by the
Administration and passed by a strong
bipartisan vote just last Congress—by
$700 million.

Under this budget, Title I—the pro-
gram targeted on districts and schools
with large numbers of disadvantaged
students—would be approximately $5.8
billion short compared to the levels
agreed to on a bipartisan basis in the
No Child Left Behind Act. As a result,
over 6 million poor children will be left
behind.

In addition, over 500,000 children will
lose access to after school services
under these funding levels.

The budget before us also con-
templates eliminating funding for key
education programs—again enacted on
a bipartisan basis last Congress.

For example, the budget con-
templates eliminating funding for the
dropout prevention program, at a time
when the pressure is greater than ever
to push at risk students out so they do
not negatively impact school perform-
ance.

The budget also contemplates cut-
ting existing programs that provide re-
search-based strategies for schools to
improve academic achievement and re-
duce dropout rates. For example, the
smaller communities program provides
funds to schools seeking to create per-
sonalized learning environments that
research proves will increase student
academic achievement, reduce dropout
rates, and increase school safety. It is
exactly the type of reform effort that
we endorsed and indeed required in the
No Child Left Behind Act. It is the type
of program that we should expand,
rather than eliminate.

If we truly intend to leave no child
behind, education funding—particu-
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larly funding for the programs targeted
toward the most disadvantaged chil-
dren—must be our top priority, not our
last.

The funding provided in this amend-
ment would achieve that goal by pro-
viding funding sufficient to serve an-
other 2 million needy children under
the Title I program. In addition, every
one of the 10,000 schools currently iden-
tified as not meeting the standards
provided in the No Child Left Behind
Act will be able to implement research-
based school reform models.

We also will be able to maintain the
current level of after-school services
while expanding after school programs
to another 1.3 million latchkey chil-
dren.

We would be able to make substan-
tial contributions to the quality of in-
struction by providing enough funding
to hire 50,000 fully qualified teachers
and provide professional development
to 200,000 teachers.

Finally, we will be able to continue
key programs such as the dropout pre-
vention program and smaller learning
communities programs.

This amendment can make a real dif-
ference for our states and local dis-
tricts.

As my colleagues know, State cuts to
education caused by ‘‘the most omi-
nous fiscal crisis since World War II”’
make Federal support ever more cru-
cial for local communities. States face
a cumulative $80 billion budget deficit,
with a dozen States cutting k-12 spend-
ing last year and another 11 poised to
do so this year.

States and communities across the
Nation are being forced to cut services
due to increased demands and reduced
resources. For example, in Oregon
school districts are carving weeks of
instruction off the school year. One
thousand teacher positions have been
lost in Oregon so far this year. The
schools in Arkansas, Louisiana, South
Dakota, and Colorado are cutting back
to a four-day week to trim costs. In
Alabama, the schools are being forced
to raise the class sizes, cut back extra-
curricular activities, and lay off 2,000
teachers and support staff. In Ken-
tucky, 1,000 teacher and support posi-
tions have been cut and their tech-
nology programs have been slashed. In
Massachusetts, dozens of school nurses
have been laid off.

As a result, it is not a surprise that
a  bipartisan poll recently dem-
onstrated that a majority of Americans
support increased Federal support for
education and more voters name edu-
cation as their top budget priority for
next year than any other issue. Edu-
cation ranks more than 10 points high-
er than the next 2 highest budget prior-
ities—health care and terrorism/secu-
rity.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment and thank my colleagues
again for their leadership.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I ex-
press my strong support for the amend-
ment offered by Senators Murray and
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Kennedy to increase funds for the No
Child Left Behind Act by $8.9 billion,
fully funding this critical legislation.
The amendment also includes $8.9 bil-
lion for deficit reduction. Both the edu-
cation and deficit reduction funding
are taken from the dividend tax cut. It
is imperative that Congress sends a
strong message in support of education
that is accompanied by equally strong
funding.

The budget resolution we consider
today fails to provide sufficient fund-
ing for education programs at all lev-
els. Despite the Administration rhet-
oric that places great importance on
improving educational opportunities
for all Americans, President Bush’s
budget underfunds a variety of pro-
grams—early childhood education, ele-
mentary education, vocational edu-
cation, and higher education—that are
especially important to families given
the weak economy.

States are struggling with budget
shortfalls, rising student enrollment,
and an increasing number of students
with limited English proficiency. At
the same time, States are working to
meet the new requirements of the No
Child Left Behind Act. I supported the
No Child Left Behind Act because I
agreed with its principles—all public
school children should be able to
achieve and all schools should be held
accountable when their students fail to
do so. I believed the President when he
said education would be a priority. But
now we face a budget that does not
make education a priority. Instead, we
are asked to support a budget that
somehow finds the money to provide a
tax cut for the wealthiest individuals,
but cannot do so for the education of
our Nation’s children.

This budget provides only a 2 percent
overall increase for education pro-
grams, and some increases such as
those for both Title I and IDEA, are
largely paid for with cuts to other val-
uable education programs. Funding for
the No Child Left Behind Act is cut by
$700 million below fiscal year 2003 lev-
els. It shortchanges Title I funding by
$5.8 billion below the authorized level.
Title I could reach only 40 percent of
eligible low-income children at this
level. This budget also cuts funding for
teacher quality programs, after school
programs, and eliminates 46 education
initiatives.

The No Child Left Behind Act places
a variety of new requirements on
States and local school districts, in-
cluding annual standardized testing
and increased teacher certification.
While we can expect our educators to
do all within their power to improve
our schools, we cannot expect this
landmark legislation to be effective if
they are not given the resources to im-
plement these programs. If this amend-
ment passes, over 2 million additional
needy children will be served by Title I,
after school opportunities would be ex-
tended to an additional 1.3 million
latchkey Kkids, and 50,000 new teachers
could become fully qualified.
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I find it unconscionable that we can
consider a tax cut aimed at the
wealthiest Americans while purporting
to be unable to adequately fund edu-
cation programs. Now is the time to
move beyond the rhetoric and show
teachers, parents and students that we
are sincere in our efforts to help them.
I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of
the Murray-Kennedy amendment.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be a cosponsor of Senator
MURRAY’s amendment to the budget
resolution that will fully fund the No
Child Left Behind Act. I regret that I
will not be present for the vote, but if
I were present I would vote for the
Murray amendment to increase edu-
cation funding by $8.9 billion.

Unfortunately, both the budget reso-
lution that we are debating and Presi-
dent Bush’s proposed fiscal year 2004
budget do not fulfill the funding com-
mitment that Congress made when we
passed the No Child Left Behind Act
into law. In fact, the budget resolution
contains a $700 million cut in funding
for the No Child Left Behind Act com-
pared to the fiscal year 2003 levels.

The budget resolution’s title I fund-
ing leaves more than 6 million dis-
advantaged children behind. There is
no increase for teacher quality funds,
even though nearly 40 percent of title I
children are taught by teachers with-
out a college degree in their primary
instructional field and our schools will
need to hire 2 million new teachers
over the next decade. While 6 million
latchkey children currently go without
afterschool programs, this budget cuts
afterschool funding for more than
500,000 children. And it eliminates all
funding for rural education, dropout
prevention, preparing tomorrow’s
teachers in technology, and smaller
learning communities among other
things.

We have said it time and again dur-
ing debate on No Child Left Behind and
since it became law: new reforms and
stronger accountability systems are
not going to work if we don’t provide
resources to ensure that all children
can learn to high standards. That
means providing the full authorized
amount of title I funding, it means
helping schools meet the major new re-
quirements for teacher quality that the
law imposed, and it means increasing
not slashing funding for afterschool
programs. I hope all of my colleagues
can support this important amend-
ment.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I would
first like to thank Senator MURRAY for
this critical amendment to deliver on
the promise we made to the Nation’s
children by fully funding the No Child
Left Behind Act.

It has been over 1 year since the ap-
proval of the No Child Left Behind Act.
But we are not fulfilling the promise
made in that law and are, in fact, leav-
ing millions of kids behind. The Nation
has made little progress toward im-
proving the quality of our children’s
education. In fact, we have taken a
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huge step backward by actually cut-
ting funding for the education reform
law that was enacted.

The Murray amendment will not only
alleviate the fiscal crisis in our schools
so that they can provide a high-quality
education for our children, but it will
provide funding to keep our children
safe in afterschool programs.

As the author with Senator ENSIGN of
the bipartisan afterschool program
that President Bush signed into law as
part of the No Child Left Behind Act, I
want to emphasize how important the
Federal afterschool program is to chil-
dren and families across America. Doz-
ens of respected, independent studies
tell us that afterschool programs keep
children safe, reduce crime and drug
use, and improve academic perform-
ance.

However, despite strong evidence
that keeping children safe after school
can reduce juvenile crime and prevent
children from engaging in risky behav-
iors, the administration’s budget for
fiscal year 2004 slashes Federal funding
for afterschool programs by 40 percent.

This unprecedented cut would result
in over 81,000 children in California and
almost 600,000 children nationally
being pushed out onto the streets after
school. Furthermore, by not fully fund-
ing afterschool programs at the level
that we promised in the No Child Left
Behind Act, we will be leaving over a
million more children not just behind,
but home alone.

We cannot afford to neglect our com-
mitment to our Nation’s children. The
time for rhetoric has passed and now it
is time to act. It is time to fully fund
afterschool programs and the entire No
Child Left Behind Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. NICKLES. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from OKklahoma has 10 minutes
and the Senator from Washington has 4
minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. I yield 4 minutes to
the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
congratulate the Senator from New
Hampshire and other Senators who
have been working hard on the Leave
No Child Behind legislation.

I am a new Senator and was not here
when it was done. I watched it from a
distance as a former Education Sec-
retary, to see how the Federal Govern-
ment, which contributes about $650 or
so out of the $7,000 or so we spend per
student in this country on K-12 edu-
cation, could make a difference.

The principles of flexibility and ac-
countability and the addition of more
options for parents and significant ad-
ditional funding have been a very good
bipartisan start. The funding, which is
the area at issue today, has been gen-
erous.

When I look at my own State of Ten-
nessee, for example, we can always use
a little more of the Federal dollars to
help do what needs to be done, but the
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amount that has come in has been very
helpful. For example, in fiscal year
2000—and this follows to a great extent
what the Senator from New Hampshire
said—and then in fiscal year 2001,
President Clinton asked for $8 billion
and then $8.3 billion. In fiscal year 2000,
the Congress appropriated roughly
what the President requested, and in
fiscal year 2001, it appropriated $8.7 bil-
lion. Tennessee got $137 million in fis-
cal year 2000 and $141 million in fiscal
year 2001 for title I funding, the largest
federal program that helps low-income
children. This is the money that fo-
cuses on leaving no child behind.

When President Bush came in, he
asked for $9 billion and the Congress
appropriated over $10 billion, and the
share of title I funding for Tennessee
went up to $1562 million. In the budget
we just finished in January, the Presi-
dent asked for $11 billion, and Congress
provided $300 million more, and Ten-
nessee’s share went to $164 million.
With the newest recommendation from
the President, an increase of $1 billion,
Tennessee is up to $174 million. These
increases in title I funding are moving
more rapidly than other parts of the
federal budget.

Could it be more? Maybe I will sug-
gest over time we spend more. But we
need to recognize these are significant
increases in spending to fund the new
programs from the Federal Govern-
ment, while staying within a reason-
able budget.

In Nashville last week, I picked up an
article about teachers, which you do
not see that often, that talked about
how much they appreciated the addi-
tional federal funding for ESL, English
as a second language, and how it was
helping and how the new money for
this year, which we just finished appro-
priating a few weeks ago, is making its
way into the school system. One of the
teachers said this was the first year for
major funding and it should really im-
prove services.

So I stand here today to say that I
compliment President Bush, and this
Senate, and this Congress, for what
they have accomplished in the last 2
years—significant increases in funding
for title I and the IDEA program over
what was being spent when President
Bush took office, even in a time when
we have a budget under stress and are
considering a war. Education funding is
growing at a more rapid rate, as it
should, I believe, than virtually any
other part of the budget. I am glad to
see that.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle from the Tennessean be printed in
the RECORD, and I yield the floor.

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

[From the Tennessean, Mar. 17, 2003]
FEDERAL FUNDING HELPS DEFRAY LOCAL COST
OF ESL PROGRAMS
(By Claudette Riley)

Students with limited English skills who
enter Tennessee schools will now find class-
rooms that are better equipped than ever to
meet their needs.
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This year, the state received more than
$2.24 million in federal funding to help public
schools meet the needs of students served in
English as a Second Language, or ESL, pro-
grams.

In recent years, local districts have shoul-
dered the cost of providing the required serv-
ices, with limited help from state funding or
grants.

““This is the first year for major funding. It
should really improve services,” said Carol
Irwin, ESL coordinator for the state Depart-
ment of Education. ‘It should put more pro-
fessional development in place, pay for mate-
rials and technology, and hire more tutors
and translators.”

Tennessee and other states with a steady
influx of families from other countries are
benefiting from a shift in the way federal
ESL funds are allocated. National education
officials used census data to determine how
much each state would receive for this
school year.

“It’s made a tremendous difference. We
went from a teacher and a half to a teacher
with two full-time educational assistants,”
said Vivian McCord, director of federal
projects for Dickson County schools. ‘“We
meet with the children on a daily basis now,
and they are given tutoring.”

Of the $2.24 million in federal funds allo-
cated to Tennessee this year, nearly $1.8 mil-
lion went directly to school districts, $112,000
was pulled out for administrative costs and
another 15%—or $336,000—was awarded as
grants to the school systems with the high-
est need.

“It’s just encouraging for districts to know
they’ll have some financial help,” Irwin said.
“The districts have been struggling to get
this done.”

Based on existing numbers, the state will
get $2.65 million in federal funding for ESL
during the 2003—04 school year and nearly $3
million the next year, officials said.

‘“The numbers keep rising, and so we’re
getting more money,”’ Irwin said.

The extra money is welcome news for the
state’s 138 school districts, many of which
have reached deep into their own pockets to
put the ESL programs in place.

The federal funding is helping us,” said
Sayra Hughes, coordinator of ESL for Metro
schools, which received nearly $600,000 from
the new funding. ‘‘It’s just an added bonus. It
has assisted—the 1local funding is still
there.”

The federal funding isn’t expected to re-
place local contributions, but school officials
said it would help them provide more staff
and better services and materials.

Tennessee has 15,007 students in ESL pro-
grams, and 28.5% of them—4,283—are in
Metro schools. The district received the larg-
est chunk of the new federal funds.

“We’re been able to purchase a lot of addi-
tional materials,” Hughes said. ‘“We were
able to increase the services provided by the
tutor translators.”

Jan Lanier, chairwoman of the ESL de-
partment at Metro’s Glencliff High School,
said she would like to eventually put in a
language laboratory and provide students
struggling to learn English with better re-
search materials and bilingual dictionaries.

‘“We have some, but we don’t have enough
for every class to have a full set.”

While district officials say the extra fed-
eral money is welcome, some note that it
won’t cover the cost of operating ESL pro-
grams.

We did have more money this year, but it
didn’t come close to covering what we spend
on staff,” said Andy Brummett, director of
Lebanon Special School District. ‘“The ma-
jority of the money we spend to serve these
children is local.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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The Senator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to add Senator
REED of Rhode Island as a cosponsor,
and I yield him 2 minutes of my time.

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

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the choice
before us is very clear: Are we going to
devote $8.9 billion to tax cuts, most of
them favoring the very rich, or are we
going to devote $8.9 billion to the chil-
dren and the schools of America? The
choice is much more clear since the No
Child Left Behind Act was passed be-
cause we made significant commit-
ments to improve the quality of edu-
cation in the United States while im-
posing significant responsibilities on
the schools. The schools are expecting
this money. The suggestion that there
is a lot of money in the pipeline is in-
teresting, but I would be shocked be-
cause that suggests the Department of
Education is inept in getting money
that is there to the schools that des-
perately need it.

There are 10,000 identified failing
schools in this country. There are
scores of children being taught by
teachers without a college degree in
their primary field of instruction. All
of that needs remediation, help, and re-
sources, but instead the budget before
us provides billions in tax cuts when
our schools desperately need that
money.

It is not a question of what we did
last year, it is a question of what we
will do this year. It is a question of
whether we will meet the needs of the
American students and whether we will
keep the promises of the No Child Left
Behind Act. We are not keeping those
promises in the budget that is pre-
sented to us by the Budget Committee.
We should keep those promises, and by
doing so, we will do something I believe
every American wants more than tax
cuts that favor very wealthy Ameri-
cans. We want to see every child in this
country have a decent education, suc-
ceed, contribute, and be part of this
great country. That is what the Mur-
ray amendment does.

The choice before us is clear, compel-
ling, emphatic: Put the money with the
schools and the children, and our econ-
omy will be better, and our schools and
students will be better. We can afford
it because if we do not commit the
funding to the children, it will go to
tax cuts primarily to upper income
Americans.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. NICKLES. How much time re-
mains on both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min-
utes for the Senator from Oklahoma, 2
minutes for the Senator from Wash-
ington.

Mr. NICKLES. I yield myself 3 min-
utes.

Mr. President, when we marked up
our budget, we put in a couple of bil-
lion dollars actually over the Presi-
dent’s request. I mentioned to my col-

S3963

leagues then: No matter what we put
in, there are going to be amendments
on the floor to increase education.

I might show our colleagues—Sen-
ator GREGG did this far better than I—
education funding under this President
as compared to President Clinton has
exploded. It has gone up dramatically.
Title I, which addresses the issue we
have before us on No Child Left Be-
hind—if you look at the rate of growth
we have in title I grants, it is a dra-
matic increase.

The Senator from Washington has an
amendment. This might even show it
better. It shows that the spending level
basically in the last few years, under
this President compared to the pre-
vious President, has had a dramatic in-
crease. As a percentage, I might men-
tion, it went up in title I percentages
of 10.3, 18.1, 12.9, 8.6—big increases.

The Senator from Washington has an
amendment that says let’s do No Child
Left Behind and let’s go from $23 bil-
lion—let’s add another $8.9 billion,
which would be a 38.7 percent increase
for 1 year. It says $8.9 billion. It doesn’t
sound like much. Most of the figures
we are dealing with are over 10 years.
This is 1 year. We only increased non-
defense discretionary spending by $10
billion. This is $9 billion for education,
and not all education, just part of edu-
cation. I understand there will be
amendments later to deal with IDEA,
and we put in an additional $1 billion
for IDEA, we put in an additional $1
billion for title I at the request of the
chairman of the HELP Committee, who
was a strong leader and made an excel-
lent presentation.

No matter what we do, no matter
how high the percentage increases we
have, even if they are double digits,
there are amendments that will say
let’s do more. This amendment says
let’s do 38.7 percent more. I think it is
irresponsible, and I will urge my col-
leagues at an appropriate time to sup-
port a motion to table the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, we are
about to vote on a very important
amendment. Not very long ago, the
Members of this body voted to pass a
bill called No Child Left Behind. The
budget that is put forward to us today
will leave thousands of children behind
if we do not fulfill the commitment we
have made.

I have listened to the arguments on
the other side. I have seen the charts
and graphs. If there is one thing I have
learned here in the Senate, it is that
you can have a chart or graph to show
whatever you want it to show. But
what I do know is Senator KENNEDY
showed on the chart behind us, 3 mil-
lion more children in this country, 3
million more children need more fund-
ing if they want to meet the obliga-
tions of No Child Left Behind; 50,000
fully qualified teachers need to be
hired; we need to provide training for
200,000 teachers. The numbers are real-
ly clear.
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If you look at the Republican budget
itself, their document shows 46 pro-
grams that have been eliminated in
their budget: Adult education, commu-
nity technology, dropout prevention,
elementary and secondary school coun-
seling, foreign language, physical edu-
cation, rural education, vocational
education. These are programs listed in
their budget that they cut.

We can put up charts and graphs, but
I can tell you one thing: The children
in our schools, the parents who take
their children there, the teachers who
teach there, the community members
who work in our schools all know when
we pass a bill and say we are going to
test our kids at the Federal level and
we do not provide the resources to
make sure those children can learn, we
pass on an unfunded mandate that is
irresponsible to our States that are
struggling today.

The amendment we are about to vote
on fully funds title I. It continues the
effort to hire 100,000 qualified teachers.
It helps to put high-quality teachers in
the classrooms and continues to make
sure we fulfill our obligations.

Tougher accountability without ade-
quate reform is not reform, it is poli-
tics. We know our children need books,
they need teachers, they need the pro-
grams, and they need the Federal Gov-
ernment to live up to its responsibility.
That is what this amendment does.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. I yield the remainder
of our time to the Senator from New
Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. There have been a lot of
representations here, but we need to go
back to the fact that on our side of the
aisle we had to produce a budget—and
we did, something that didn’t happen
last year from the other side of the
aisle relative to bringing it to the
floor.

When the other side of the aisle was
talking dollars, they were willing to
give up on $4 billion relative to chil-
dren in title I. That was their gap last
year in their appropriating bill. For
them to come forward this year and
say suddenly that gap is an unaccept-
able event and inappropriate and in-
consistent with everything that is
right about taking care of our children
in this country is truly a bit of an in-
consistency, to be kind.

The issue of balancing this against a
tax cut I find difficult. Tax cut for the
rich? Sixty percent of the people who
get the dividends cut, should we actu-
ally put it in place, are going to be sen-
ior citizens. It is their money. It is
their money.

The issue is, how do you prioritize
spending? The President of the United
States has prioritized spending. He has
put education right at the top of his
priorities, at a much higher level than
President Clinton put it—in fact, at a
level so much higher than President
Clinton put it that it represents a fac-
tor of two or three times what Presi-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

dent Clinton did during his time in of-
fice.

He has done it at the same time as he
has limited overall spending of the
Federal Government. The spending on
education in this bill significantly ex-
ceeds the overall spending of the Fed-
eral Government in all accounts except
possibly defense, because we are at
war. That is a hard commitment, and
it translates into real dollars, $1 billion
of additional money every year since
he has been President for title I, for
IDEA, over $3 billion of new money—
$3.9 billion—for title I. Those are hard
dollars, real dollars, done in a respon-
sible budgeting way.

Mr. President, is my time up?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. All
time has expired.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to table amendment No. 284.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from North Carolina (Mr.
EDWARDS) and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KERRY), are necessarily
absent. I further announce that, if
present and voting, the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY) would vote
no.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 60 Leg.]

YEAS—50
Alexander Domenici Miller
Allard Ensign Murkowski
Allen Enzi Nickles
Bennett Fitzgerald Roberts
Bond Frist Santorum
Brownback Graham (SC) Sessions
Bunnin; Grassle;
Burns ¢ Gregg v :ﬁflﬁly
Chafee Hagel Snowe
Chambliss Hatch Specter
Cochran Hutchison pecter
Coleman Inhofe Stevens
Cornyn Kyl Sununu
Craig Lott Talent
Crapo Lugar Thomas
DeWine McCain Voinovich
Dole McConnell Warner

NAYS—48
Akaka Dayton Leahy
Baucus Dodd Levin
Bayh Dorgan Lieberman
Biden Durbin Lincoln
Bingaman Feingold Mikulski
Boxer Feinstein Murray
Breaux Graham (FL) Nelson (FL)
Byrd Harkin Nelson (NE)
Campbell Hollings Pryor
Cantwell Inouye Reed
Carper Jeffords Reid
Clinton Johnson Rockefeller
Collins Kennedy Sarbanes
Conrad Kohl Schumer
Corzine Landrieu Stabenow
Daschle Lautenberg Wyden
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NOT VOTING—2
Edwards Kerry

The motion was agreed to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, for
the information of our colleagues, this
is Wednesday night. I ask the Parlia-
mentarian, how many hours are left on
both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the
majority side, there are 10 hours 17
minutes remaining. On the minority
side, there are 11 hours 42 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. NICKLES. For the information of
our colleagues, this is Wednesday. We
are working very aggressively to finish
this bill. I have tried to see if we could
not advance a lot of the major amend-
ments, including the 350 amendment. 1
have been trying to get that up all day.
I have not been successful, but I under-
stand we will have that up tomorrow.

Several people have been asking
about this amendment. This is the
amendment that would reduce the
growth package from $725 billion to
$350 billion. I suspect we will have
votes on that tomorrow. It is my ex-
pectation tonight, for the information
of my colleagues, as long as the major-
ity leader is willing, we will stay in
until midnight tonight. Several people
said they did not want to have votes
tonight, that they have other things to
do.

I have consulted with my friend and
colleague from North Dakota who has
been a pleasure to work with on this
resolution, and we both know we have
a lot of amendments with which we
need to deal. I urge my colleagues to
work with us and not surprise us with
their amendments, show us their
amendments, and we will see if we can
agree to them or work out a time
agreement on them and see if we can
finish this resolution in a timely, or-
derly fashion, in a way we would be
proud to function. Sometimes the Sen-
ate does not do that when we handle
budgets.

It would be my expectation that we
would stay in at least until midnight
tonight and consider several amend-
ments. I believe we now have three
amendments in order. Senator KYL has
an amendment dealing with the death
tax; Senator GRAHAM of Florida has an
amendment dealing with prescription
drugs; and Senators COLLINS and
ROCKEFELLER have an amendment deal-
ing with assistance to States.
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We are willing to consider all those
amendments and additional amend-
ments tonight. I will yield the floor. It
is our expectation there will not be any
additional rollcall votes tonight, but
that does not mean the Senate will not
be considering amendments.

I urge my colleagues, if they have
amendments, please work with Senator
CONRAD and myself to have those
amendments timely considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, let
me rivet a point that the chairman of
the budget committee is making. We
have three additional amendments
lined up, but we should do more amend-
ments tonight. If we are serious about
avoiding a vote-arama at the end,
where we do not have a chance to de-
scribe amendments, we just have to
vote on amendment after amendment,
the way to do that is not to do our
work now.

I say to some colleagues who have
said they have to make a change in
amendments, it is not convenient for
them to come tonight, if we are going
to get this done, they have to put aside
convenience and get over here and offer
their amendments. There is a limited
amount of time remaining to debate
and discuss amendments, and people
are going to lose their opportunity—Ilet
me make that very clear on our side—
to have time to debate their amend-
ment. They will get a vote because the
rules allow that, but they are going to
lose their chance to debate and discuss
it. So this is the time, if they want to
debate an amendment, to get over here
and offer the amendment.

Mr. DORGAN. If my colleague will
yield for a question?

Mr. CONRAD. Be happy to yield.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask my colleague,
and perhaps Senator NICKLES and the
majority leader as well, I fully agree
with the notion we need to move along,
address these amendments, try to get
through this budget resolution, but I
also understand, as do most of my col-
leagues, that the potential of military
action is imminent—perhaps hours,
perhaps a day, perhaps two days, I do
not know, but my expectation would be
when military action is commenced
and our sons and daughters of America
are ordered to military action and in
the field, almost every Senator will
want to address and discuss that issue.
My hope and expectation would be at
that moment, when we see what is the
most serious decision faced by our
country, that is, sending our young
men and women to combat, that we
would want to leave the budget and
have an ample amount of time for
every Member of the Senate to address
that issue.

I inquire of my colleague and others
who are managing this bill whether
that interval will be made available to
Members of the Senate?

Mr. CONRAD. I respond to my col-
league by saying I hope that would be
the case if we find ourselves at war,
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that there would be an ample oppor-
tunity for Senators to address that. My
own belief is that would be appropriate
for the Senate to do, to turn its atten-
tion to a state of war. My own belief is
it would be inappropriate for us to con-
tinue on with business as usual when
we have our sons and daughters in
harm’s way.

I am very hopeful if it comes to that,
during this period while we are debat-
ing the budget, that it would be set
aside for a time so there would be a dis-
cussion in the Chamber and the Sen-
ators have a chance to express them-
selves.

Several
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I have
a couple of objectives. First and fore-
most will be an appropriate response to
military action if our women and men
are engaged in combat. There will be
an appropriate response in terms of
support for our Commander in Chief, as
well as the military personnel, which
will be discussed on the floor. There
will be an opportunity to do that. At
this juncture, we do not know when
that will occur, if it will occur. In all
likelihood, it will occur at some junc-
ture. I think the fact we are hearing
from both sides of the aisle that it is
important to do—yet the time is uncer-
tain—means I need to go back to the
first point the chairman and ranking
member made, and that is we have a
lot of work to do; that the clock is
ticking. The clock is ticking in terms
of the budget process itself, in terms of
the number of hours on both sides of
the aisle. It is critically important
that Members of this body come to the
floor to offer amendments, to come up
with specific language, to debate it and
discuss it. That is the reason we are
going to be here for the next 6 hours to
give that opportunity to Members. We
will start in the morning at an early
hour in order to fulfill our responsibil-
ities in terms of the budget. That is the
plan.

We will finish the budget this week.
It may be tomorrow or tomorrow
night. It may be Friday morning, it
may be Friday afternoon, it may be
Friday night, but we will finish this
budget this week.

Mr. DORGAN. Will
yield for one question?

Mr. FRIST. Yes.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I, of
course, think the response by the ma-
jority leader is perfectly appropriate.
We do want to finish this bill. We
ought to make progress and try and get
it done. My only inquiry was if there is
military action and if, in fact, our sol-
diers are in the field in hostile action,
I agree with my colleague, Senator
CONRAD, that I would not want us to be
going through a vote-arama for 6, 8, 10,
12 hours with business as usual. I would
very much want us, and I think most
Members of the Senate would want us,
to move off what we are doing and rec-
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ognize that this Senate will want to ex-
press itself on these issues, not to be
critical but I think to be supportive,
supportive of our troops and supportive
of this country’s interests. We want
this to go well and we want to express
ourselves on it.

I am satisfied with the majority lead-
er’s response. I wanted to say I feel
strongly, as do many others in this
Chamber, about the desire to address
our support for those troops who are
ordered to action, if that is the case.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. FRIST. As we talked about this
morning, a resolution of support for
President Bush, and the men and
women, our troops, who will be in the
field, is being developed in concert
with the minority leader, myself, and
others. We are working on that lan-
guage, as the Senator well knows, as
we speak.

If and when military action occurs,
that will be brought to the floor in
short order, with an opportunity to ex-
press that very important support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to
yield to my friend for a question.

Mr. HARKIN. Let me ask a question
on process. A lot of us would like to
offer amendments. This thing gets
plugged up and goes on hour after hour.
If the Senator wants to be in until mid-
night, that is fine. I have an amend-
ment I would like to offer, but should
I offer it at 8, 9, 10, 11, or 12?7 I would
like some idea of where I am going to
be in the queue, but just to say come
and offer amendments is not very con-
ducive to an orderly process. So if
there is some kind of queue, will there
be time limits put on these amend-
ments so we have some idea of when we
should come over to offer our amend-
ments? Since we are not going to have
any votes, it would be nice to have
some idea of when we could come over
and offer our amendments.

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to re-
spond. Most of the amendments have
been offered on the minority side, and
we are happy to consider amendments.
I have been urging people to offer
amendments dealing with the growth
package. We need to find out if the
growth package is going to be zero, if it
is going to be 350, if it is going to be
725. So I would encourage those amend-
ments. We had those amendments in
committee. We ought to have them on
the floor. If we are going to have them,
let us have them.

I have also encouraged other amend-
ments. Members can work with our col-
league, Senator CONRAD, as far as try-
ing to prioritize which amendments
might be next on the minority side. I
think that would be the likely out-
come.

Colleagues on this side have been
consulting me as far as who would be
next on our side, and so at that point I
think we might be better served to
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begin considering amendments. Right
now we have three amendments in the
queue. I believe Senator KyL’s amend-
ment will not be debated too long to-
night, maybe 30 minutes.

Mr. KYL. At most.

Mr. NICKLES. Thirty minutes for
his. I believe Senator GRAHAM of Flor-
ida is going to discuss the prescription
drug amendment. That is a pretty big
amendment, a couple hundred billion
dollars, I believe, and so that may take
a little longer discussion. Then I be-
lieve there is also a resolution to be of-
fered by Senator ROCKEFELLER and
Senator CoOLLINS. That may take
maybe an hour, maybe less than an
hour. We will be available for consider-
ation of additional amendments. We
may set aside a lot of amendments to-
night and stack those amendments
that require a rollcall vote. Maybe
most of these will not require a rollcall
vote, but we are willing to stack some
of these for votes for the convenience
of all Members.

Mr. SARBANES. Will the chairman
yield on that very point?

Mr. NICKLES. Be happy to.

Mr. SARBANES. When does the
chairman intend to vote on the amend-
ments that are going to be offered and
considered this evening?

Mr. NICKLES. I would expect that
will be tomorrow afternoon. I will
make that decision after consulting
both the majority leader and the rank-
ing member of the Budget Committee.

Mr. SARBANES. Presumably, then,
if it is tomorrow afternoon, there
would be added to the list other amend-
ments that will be offered tomorrow
morning, is that the procedure?

Mr. NICKLES. That is correct. I say
to my colleagues, for their informa-
tion, I did consult with Senator
BREAUX and Senator SNOWE, and I be-
lieve they are planning on offering the
350 amendment in the morning. That is
a very significant amendment, just so
people will know that will also be in
the queue tomorrow morning.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. NICKLES. Be happy to yield.

Mr. DURBIN. I ask the Senator from
Oklahoma, has anyone suggested a
time limit on the debate on each of
these amendments of no more than half
an hour so more amendments can be
debated? We know where we are head-
ed. We are going to run out of time and
some of the amendments will not even
have 1 minute of debate if we are not
careful.

Is it possible we could have a unani-
mous consent request to limit the de-
bate to no more than half an hour on
each amendment?

Mr. NICKLES. Responding to my col-
league, it depends on the amendment. I
don’t know if we can agree to a half an
hour agreement on an amendment that
would increase spending on prescrip-
tion drugs by $200 billion. That does
not fit for a 30-minute discussion. Pos-
sibly other amendments might. So we
will have to do an amendment-by-
amendment basis.
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The resolution says each amendment
would have up to 2 hours. I am happy
to shorten that when appropriate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. I wonder if, on the
next three amendments, we might ar-
rive at a time agreement for the con-
venience of our colleagues. The Sen-
ator from Arizona has been very gen-
erous. He has said we can have 30 min-
utes equally divided, something like
that. Would that be appropriate?

Mr. NICKLES. We are not prepared
to enter into that on that amendment
yvet, nor on the Graham amendment.
Possibly on the Rockefeller-Collins and
possibly after Senator COLLINS’ amend-
ment we might agree to some of these.
But I don’t think we are ready just yet.

Madam President, I yield to the Sen-
ator from Arizona for the purpose of in-
troduction of an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

AMENDMENT NO. 288

Mr. KYL. Madam President, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KYL] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 288.

Mr. KYL. I ask unanimous consent
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide financial security to

family farm and small business owners by

ending the unfair practice of taxing some-
one at death)

On page 3, line 9, decrease the amount by
$200,000,000.

On page 3, line 10, decrease the amount by
$5,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 11, decrease the amount by
$10,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 12, decrease the amount by
$34,600,000,000.

On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by
$31,600,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by
$34,100,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by
$36,600,000,000.

On page 3, line 16, decrease the amount by
$31,100,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, decrease the amount by
$33,700,000,000.

On page 3, line 18, decrease the amount by
$58,100,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by
$63,900,000,000.

On page 3, line 23, decrease the amount by
$200,000,000.

On page 4, line
$5,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 2, decrease the amount by
$10,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 3, decrease the amount by
$34,600,000,000.

On page 4, line 4, decrease the amount by
$31,600,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, decrease the amount by
$34,100,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by
$36,600,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, decrease the amount by
$31,100,000,000.
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On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by
$33,700,000,000.

On page 4, line 9, decrease the amount by
$58,100,000,000.

On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by
$63,900,000,000.

On page 41, line 22, decrease the amount by
$85,000,000.

On page 41, line 23, decrease the amount by
$85,000,000.

On page 42, line 2, decrease the amount by
$4,692,000,000.

On page 42, line 3, decrease the amount by
$4,692,000,000.

On page 42, line 6, decrease the amount by
$9,406,000,000.

On page 42,
$9,406,000,000.

On page 42, line 10, decrease the amount by
$33,617,000,000.

On page 42, line 11, decrease the amount by
$33,617,000,000.

On page 42, line 14, decrease the amount by
$30,324,000,000.

On page 42, line 15, decrease the amount by
$30,324,000,000.

On page 42, line 18, decrease the amount by
$32,408,000,000.

On page 42, line 19, decrease the amount by
$32,408,000,000.

On page 42, line 22, decrease the amount by
$35,018,000,000.

On page 42, line 23, decrease the amount by
$35,018,000,000.

On page 43, line 2, decreased the amount by
$28,750,000,000.

On page 43, line 3, decreased the amount by
$28,750,000,000.

On page 43, line 6, decreased the amount by
$2,515,000,000.

On page 43, line 7, decreased the amount by
$2,515,000,000.

On page 43,
by $336,000,000.

On page 43,
by $336,000,000.

On page 43,
by $347,000,000.

On page 43,
by $347,000,000.

Mr. KYL. In the spirit of the day, I
was going to take 30 minutes. I will
take exactly half that time, 15 min-
utes, and perhaps later we can agree to
a time limitation. We certainly should
not need a great deal of time on this
amendment.

This amendment is very simple. It
simply moves forward 1 year the time
for repeal of the estate tax or what is
known as the death tax. As my col-
leagues know, we repealed the death
tax permanently in the year effective
January 1, 2010. This amendment
moves that to January 1, 2009.

The reason for this is we can estab-
lish the proposition with this amend-
ment that we do need to permanently
repeal the estate tax. The budget that
has been crafted by Senator NICKLES
and his committee has accounted for 3
years of permanent repeal. So that is
already accounted for in this budget.
This amendment would bring that for-
ward 1 more year, so we would have a
total of 4 years of repeal of the estate
tax accounted for in our budget.

We would still have to accomplish
this, of course, by amendment or legis-
lation. We cannot do it as part of the
budget itself. This would create the op-
portunity for us to do that. That is the
reason for my amendment.

Now, there are a lot of reasons we de-
cided to repeal the estate tax, and I

line 7, decrease the amount by
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don’t think we need to repeat all of
those tonight. The majority of this
body supports repeal of the estate tax.
We have passed repeal of the estate
tax. There were good reasons for doing
so, primarily because it is an unfair
tax.

In addition to that, it hurts small
business. If you have a business of, say,
25 employees and you have to sell your
assets, your equipment, in order to pay
your estate taxes, not only have you
had to disband your business but you
have also put 25 people out of work.

At this time in our economy where
we are concerned about joblessness,
where we want to create more jobs, not
see more jobs disappear, knowing the
estate tax is going to be permanently
repealed even sooner than we antici-
pated will help businesses stay alive to
provide the jobs and the economic
growth we need.

We know by far and away the vast
majority of the jobs in this country are
created by small business.

There were a number of sponsors of
our original repeal. I anticipate we will
have a number of sponsors of this
amendment.

I ask unanimous consent Senator
SESSIONS be added as an original co-
sponsor of my amendment.

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

Mr. KYL. Rather than restating all
the arguments for repeal, since we have
already voted to do that, I will bring
my colleagues up to date on some cur-
rent research about what the American
people believe about the estate tax.

A poll was conducted early this year
between January 16 and 21. It was a
poll of about three times as many peo-
ple as are ordinarily interviewed. Over
2,600 registered voters were interviewed
for this survey by a research company.
Its findings ought to be of significant
interest to my colleagues.

The bottom line is with respect to
the estate tax. The conclusion of the
poll is that the American people simply
oppose, on principle, the concept of
anyone being taxed on the death of
their parents or their spouse.

I thought I would share just four spe-
cific results from this survey. When it
comes to stimulating the economy, the
poll confirmed that Americans over-
whelmingly believe tax relief is more
effective than increases in Government
spending. This goes to the general
proposition that is being debated be-
tween those who believe we should
spend more to help our economy and
those who believe we should provide
tax relief.

The question was, Which is better for
the Federal Government to stimulate
the economy, increase economic
growth, and create new jobs? And they
were given two choices. One was the
tax cut option, and the other was the
spending option. Fully 68 percent chose
the tax cut option, whereas only 20 per-
cent said increased Government spend-
ing was the best for economic growth
and the creation of new jobs.
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Two of the subgroups are particu-
larly fascinating. Among Democrats
surveyed, the ratio in favor of tax cuts
over increased spending is a healthy 2
to 1, 57 percent to 28 percent. I do not
have it broken down by State, but
among Democrats, if it is 2 to 1, I dare-
say among Republicans it is even more
than that.

Among those with incomes below
$30,000, 65 percent back the tax cut ap-
proach to improving the economy,
while only 19 percent prefer increased
Government spending. This is a signifi-
cant finding in the survey.

If there is going to be a tax cut, the
question is, Should everyone get some-
thing back or should we wait until we
have a budget surplus? In other words,
what of this argument that will be con-
tributing to the deficit?

When given a choice of three options,
even with the debate about the bal-
looning deficit, just one in four Ameri-
cans, 24 percent, believe there should
be no tax cuts for anyone until we have
a budget surplus. Let me restate that.
Only 24 percent of Americans believe it
is improper to cut taxes while we have
a deficit.

For those who believe the majority of
Americans do not want to cut taxes
until we are in a surplus situation, this
survey demonstrates that is incorrect.
Only 24 percent of Americans believe
that.

To the third point, tax fairness. This
is where we get into the death tax re-
peal specifically, but it relates to other
taxes, too. As a general proposition,
one expects people tend to favor taxes
on someone else and to oppose taxes
that affect them directly. And that is,
as a general proposition, true. But
what this survey of over 2,500 Ameri-
cans just a couple of months ago con-
firms is that there is a very strong con-
sensus that there are a couple of taxes
that are absolutely unfair and it does
not make any difference what demo-
graphic category you are in. Whether
you are rich or poor, the overwhelming
majority believes there are two taxes
that are absolutely unfair, and there is
an overwhelming consensus they
should be repealed.

What are those two taxes? These are
the two at the top of the list to the
question, What tax do you think is
completely unfair or completely fair?
The two taxes people would repeal with
the biggest majority are the Social Se-
curity benefit tax and the death tax.

Remember the tax that was imposed
in the early Clinton years to actually
tax Social Security benefits? That is
very unpopular. Five percent of the
people think it is completely fair; 62
percent think it is completely unfair.

With the death tax, 7 percent think it
is completely fair and 62 percent also
think that tax is completely unfair.
Sixty-two percent of all Americans
think it is completely unfair to have a
death tax, and only 7 percent think it
is completely fair.

All other taxes—marriage penalty
tax, long distance phone tax, savings
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account tax, all the way down to stock
dividends, payroll income tax, property
tax, gas tax, sales tax, right down the
list, and they get increasingly popular.
The marriage penalty, 60 percent of
Americans think that is completely
unfair. We are doing away with that in
the tax package we will present as part
of the budget. Long distance phone tax,
38 percent of the people think that is
unfair. Capital gains tax, 23 percent
think it is unfair. Stock dividend, more
think it is completely unfair than com-
pletely fair, 23 to 21, the payroll tax,
and so on. You finally get down to an
alcohol and beer tax. That is pretty un-
popular. Only 8 percent think that is a
bad deal; 57 percent think it is fine. It
is pretty much the same number for
the cigarette tax.

The bottom line is in this very recent
extraordinarily large survey what we
find is the two taxes the American peo-
ple would repeal first and foremost are
the tax on Social Security benefits and
the estate tax. Fully 62 percent of the
American people believe that tax to be
completely unfair.

With regard to the death tax in par-
ticular, you would think that this
would be a tax that rich people would
really like to get rid of and poor people
would like to keep. After all, by its
very nature, if you have a business or
family farm or have some wealth to
pass on to your heirs, repealing this
tax would benefit you more than some-
one who has absolutely nothing. What
does the survey show?

Fully 65 percent of those with in-
comes below $30,000 believe the death
tax is completely unfair. By compari-
son, a very interesting statistic, only
59 percent of individuals with incomes
above $60,000 label the death tax unfair.

Ironically, more people at the lower
end of the economic spectrum view this
tax as completely unfair than when
you get to be higher in the economic
spectrum. The fact is, another poll, a
Gallup poll, demonstrated the same
phenomenon. Even though most people
understood that repeal of the death tax
would not benefit them personally, an
overwhelming majority still favored
repeal of the death tax. Why? Because
they understand it is unfair.

One of the great things about this
country and the American people is
they have an innate sense of fairness.
Even if something doesn’t benefit them
directly, they understand if it is wrong
they are willing to support its repeal.

There are some other interesting sur-
vey results in terms of arguments
against the death tax. I thought some
of these were fun, and then I will close
this out. If you ask certain questions
about the death tax, for example, if
you remind people that the highest
rate of taxation for the death tax is 50
percent, then 79 percent of the people
agree that is unfair and the tax should
be repealed.

When you remind people that the in-
heritance tax represents double and
triple taxation, again 79 percent be-
lieve it should be repealed.
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With some of the arguments that are
actual statements of fact with respect
to the inheritance or estate tax, when
reminded of that, the American people
are even more strongly in support of
its repeal than if they are not reminded
of that. Also, when you remind people
that the tax is unfair because it singles
out those who save and invest, for no
reason other than the fact that they
became successful and then died—of
course, the exact thing we try to teach
people, save your money, invest it, try
to pass it along to your kids. It is the
American dream to make the next gen-
eration better off than your genera-
tion; if you live the American dream,
you get punished. If you are broke, you
don’t get punished. Of course the
American people, when reminded of
that, are even stronger in favor of re-
peal.

The bottom line is every subgroup
and fully 58 percent of the electorate as
a whole, including, as I said, a majority
of every subgroup, would vote for a
candidate who advocates repeal of the
death tax. Only 32 percent would vote
for the candidate who supported main-
taining the death tax.

The bottom line of all this research
is it seems to me we would not be keep-
ing faith with the American people un-
less we are willing to move forward the
date that the death tax is repealed.

In the interim period of time, we are
reducing the rate and we are also in-
creasing the amount of income that is
exempted from the inheritance tax.
Both are good. But it seems to me,
given this fact, that it is not too much
to ask my colleagues to accelerate by 1
year the date that the tax is actually
repealed. There will be some who say
we cannot afford an immediate repeal
today. To that I say, if that is your
view, fine. That is not what we are
doing here. I would prefer to do that.

I think we can compromise and agree
that moving the repeal date forward 1
year is both something that is afford-
able and something that should be
done.

This amendment is very straight-
forward. That is the long and short of
it. I think I pointed out the American
people would support this. I hope since
the Senate has already gone on record
by repealing the estate tax in the year
2010, that we would not be bashful
about moving that forward by 1 year,
to 2009.

I guess my question to the body when
we finally bring this to a vote is, Did
you mean it when you said we should
repeal the estate tax? If so, let’s move
that repeal date forward by 1 year.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, might I
ask the author of this amendment
what the cost is?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I will try to
get the exact number here in just a mo-
ment. I am informed that the esti-
mated cost is $46 billion.

Mr. CONRAD. It is $46 billion?

Mr. KYL. Correct.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I say to
my colleague—
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Mr. KYL. Might I add one more
thing, that, in our amendment, is ac-
counted for within the budget because
the money is taken from another ac-
count so it is not added on to the ex-
pense of the budget.

Mr. CONRAD. That was going to be
my next question, if I could, to the
Senator. What is the way the Senator
pays for this $46 billion?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I tell my
colleague the function in the budget is
No. 920. That is the source of the fund-
ing for this amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. Could the Senator tell
us what constitutes 920?

Mr. KYL. That is a general fund for
Finance Committee action at some
specified date in the future.

Mr. CONRAD. I would say to my col-
leagues and the Senator from Arizona,
it strikes me as ill-timed to come be-
fore the body and ask for another $46
billion when we are already deep in
debt. We now know we are going to be
facing deficits this year of $500 billion;
the deficits as defined by law of over
$300 billion every year for the next 10
years. We are going to be taking vir-
tually every penny of the Social Secu-
rity surplus under the chairman’s
mark. Now the Senator offers $46 bil-
lion, which he funds by reducing func-
tion 920. Function 920, of course, is a
general governmental function, which
is a popular place to reduce around
here.

I say to my colleagues, it seems to
me that a wiser course than full repeal,
which costs, combined with this
amendment, $207 billion over the period
of this budget, when we are already
running deficits under the chairman’s
mark of $1.7 trillion, that a wiser
course would be, instead of waiting
until 2009 to have an elimination of the
estate tax, to have people waiting all of
that time between now and then and
having an exemption of $1 million cur-
rently, instead of that, we could go to
a $3 million exemption per person, $6
million per couple, have it take effect
now, and only cost $33 billion for the
whole thing, a fraction of the cost of
complete repeal. We would continue to
have a functioning estate tax but fun-
damentally reform it: Change it, don’t
end it. Change it to say an individual
would have $3 million completely shel-
tered; a family would have $6 million
completely sheltered. With planning,
they could do substantially more than
that and have that effective now, have
that effective in the first part of the
budget year that we are discussing.
That would have a cost of $33 billion
instead of the cost of permanent repeal
of $207 billion, especially given the fact
we are already in deep deficit.

At some point I hope colleagues will
begin to consider alternatives, to re-
form the estate tax, to change it, to
make it more fair, and to fundamen-
tally buttress the economic security of
the country by not compounding these
record deficits we already have.

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?
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Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield to
my colleague for a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALEXANDER). The Senator from North
Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. I say to my colleague,
Senator CONRAD, I am unfamiliar with
this notion of a tax on death. My col-
league from Arizona spoke at length
about the death tax.

I am wondering, would it not be true
that should a Member of the Senate,
perhaps a married Member of the Sen-
ate, die, God forbid, in the coming
week or so, that the spouse of that
Member of the Senate would inherit,
would have all of their property imme-
diately with the spousal exemption, so
that death would incur no tax, there
would be no tax?

So if there is a death in which there
is no tax—which is the case with re-
spect to the spouses, a 100-percent ex-
emption—and all the property goes to
the spouse, with no tax consequence,
then exactly what is the death tax the
Senator from Arizona is referring to? Is
it, in fact, the tax on inherited wealth
that exists in our law?

And if it is on inherited wealth, of
course, that is a different discussion
which we should have. But if it is the
death tax—which is a term that was
created by pollsters to evoke a certain
response—is it not the case that there
is not a tax on death, that many deaths
in this country means the estate is pro-
bated, and all of the assets of that es-
tate go immediately to the spouse,
with no tax under any circumstances?
Is that not the case?

Mr. CONRAD. That is the case. In
fact, there is no death tax in America.
That is a good rhetorical line, but
there is no tax at death in America.
Only 2 percent of estates currently are
taxed, and they are taxed because they
have amounts of value in the estate of
over $1 million.

Now, under current law, in 2009, only
three-tenths of 1 percent of estates will
be subject to tax. That would mean 99.7
percent of estates would not be taxed.

I might say, under the proposal I am
suggesting tonight, we could go to that
level next year. Why wait to have es-
tate tax reform? Why not go to a $3
million exemption per person, $6 mil-
lion per couple, and not wait until 2009?

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. CONRAD. I want to complete my
thought and complete my exchange
with my colleague. Then I will be
happy to yield.

The thing that strikes me is we have
gotten off on a debate here that really
is detached from reality. It is detached
from reality because the cost of full re-
peal in the next 10 years is $207 billion.
How is that going to be financed? It is
going to be financed by borrowing the
money. It is going to be financed by
taking it out of the Social Security
trust fund surpluses. That is how it is
going to be financed.

Now, does that make any sense? 1
would say no. I would say to borrow
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the money to give a big tax cut to the
wealthiest Americans really does not
make a whole lot of sense.

Does that mean the current estate
tax ought to be retained? No, it should
not. It ought to be reformed, not re-
pealed. It ought to be altered, as I sug-
gest, so that a couple could exempt $6
million dollars. That costs a fraction of
repeal and would give immediate relief.

I am happy to yield to my colleague.

Mr. DORGAN. If the Senator will
yield further for a question, is it not
the case that the majority last year
passed a tax plan that had the fol-
lowing rather comical circumstance: It
said we will sequentially increase the
exemption on the estate tax to the
point where in 2010 it is repealed, but
in the year 2011 it actually comes back
again?

And if that is the case—I believe it
is—I think historians will look back at
this and say, well, who on Earth could
have thought of that? Well, they
thought of it, all right. That is what
they put in the tax bill.

Now, if that is the case, isn’t it also
the case that the amendment being of-
fered today says let’s make it even
more farcical: Let’s decide we will in-
crease the exemption up until 2009, and
we will have a 2-year repeal of the es-
tate tax, to have it come back in 20117

We laughed a little last year about
estate planning. There are going to be
a lot of people on life support in 2009
because they have to wait until 2010 to
die to get the total exemption, total re-
peal that was offered by the majority
party.

Now they are going to offer a 2-year
window for death, apparently, and then
the estate tax comes back in 2011. It is
the most Byzantine, preposterous
amount of nonsense. You would not put
10 people in a room with a six-pack of
beer and come out with a worse result
than they came out with last year on
this estate tax issue.

But to get back on the final point, it
was passed as a repeal of the death tax
when, in fact, there is no tax on death.
There is a tax on inherited wealth.

I ask my colleague, isn’t the remain-
ing question for this Senate, do we
want to have some basic taxation on
the largest estates—on the largest es-
tates—of $1 billion, $10 billion, $20 bil-
lion, many of which have never been
subjected to any kind of a tax because
they were built with inside buildup and
built with growth appreciation and
have never been subjected to tax?

Is the final argument, final debate,
and final question, do we want to re-
tain at least some basis of an estate
tax for the very largest estates?

Mr. CONRAD. It would seem to me
really almost self-evident that the
wiser course here would be immediate
reform of the estate tax. Let’s go to $3
million for an individual, $6 million for
a couple. It would cost $33 billion over
the next decade, but that is a fraction
of the over $200 billion it would cost to
fully repeal it.

My colleague is quite correct, in es-
tates of over $10 million, fully 56 per-
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cent of the value of those estates has
never been taxed. This is according to
a study by Poterba and Weisbenner,
that finds that is as a result of unreal-
ized capital gains and as a result of
buildup of property values never sub-
jected to tax at all.

So the question is, what is going to
be the way we share the tax burden in
this country? What is the most fair and
equitable way to do that?

I would suggest completely elimi-
nating the estate tax for very wealthy
individuals, which is of necessity going
to force others—middle-class people,
lower-middle-class people—to pay more
in order to foot the bill, is not fair. It
is not equitable.

It would really make more sense to
fundamentally change the estate tax,
to give a much larger exemption than
we currently have. Currently, it is $1
million. Instead, we should raise that
to $3 million for an individual, $6 mil-
lion for a couple, and do it imme-
diately. It costs a fraction of repealing
it all. We would still have wealthy indi-
viduals in this country who would have
an opportunity to contribute and not
shift that tax burden onto middle-in-
come taxpayers.

Mr. NICKLES. Will
yield?

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield to
my colleague.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank my friend and
colleague.

I heard your proposal that would in-
crease the exemption. I did not hear
you address rates. Would you leave the
rates at the present 50-percent rate for
estates that would be taxed?

Mr. CONRAD. What I just described,
I say to the Senator, I don’t know if
you had a chance to hear.

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to look
at it.

Mr. CONRAD. It is to have a reform
of estate tax. Instead of the $1 million
exemption currently, to go to $3 mil-
lion for an individual, $6 million for a
couple. In this calculation, it costs $33
billion. I don’t——

Mr. NICKLES. What is the tax rate?

Mr. CONRAD. I was going to get to
that.

I think this is at the 50-percent rate.
I would certainly be open to an adjust-
ment of that rate as well in order to
try to arrive at a conclusion that was
equitable and that is not as costly as
full repeal.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank the Senator.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from
North Dakota yield for a question?

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield.

Mr. REID. I have been sitting here
listening to this debate. Under the pro-
posal offered by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arizona, it is my under-
standing that Warren Buffet, who is
worth $38 billion, I was told——

Mr. CONRAD. How much?

Mr. REID. Worth $38 billion.

Mr. CONRAD. That is real money.

Mr. REID. If he passed away, under
this amendment offered by my friend
from Arizona, he would pay no estate
taxes.
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Mr. CONRAD. That is correct. He
would pay no estate tax.

Mr. REID. What would happen to his
accumulated wealth?

Mr. CONRAD. Well, it would go as di-
rected under his will. I am not privy to
what distributions he has determined
to make.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from
North Dakota yield for another ques-
tion?

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield.

Mr. REID. I wanted to confirm that
the Senator from North Dakota has lis-
tened to Warren Buffett, Bill Gates,
Sr., and George Soros. I have heard
those three people state that they
think it is ridiculous, senseless to have
them pay no estate tax. Have you
heard these three very wealthy men
say this?

Mr. CONRAD. I have. In fact, I have
heard all three of those gentlemen and
other wealthy individuals—George
Soros, of course, who is a multibillion-
aire; Mr. Buffett, a multibillionaire;
Mr. Gates, Sr., I don’t think he himself
is a multibillionaire, although he is ob-
viously a very wealthy individual—say
they believe it is un-American not to
have an estate tax; that an estate tax
was put in place first of all to raise rev-
enue during a war, interestingly
enough. That is how we initially got
the estate tax, was to help pay for a
war.

Here we are on the brink of another
war, and instead of figuring out how to
pay for it, we are trying to figure out
how to have trillions of dollars of addi-
tional tax cuts going primarily to the
wealthiest among us. It really is kind
of baffling. We are asking young men
and women to be prepared to sacrifice
everything, and we are prepared to sac-
rifice nothing, apparently.

There are many wealthy individuals
who believe the estate tax ought to be
modified. I would strongly support
that. I don’t think a million-dollar ex-
emption anymore is realistic or very
relevant in light of the economy today.
I believe it ought to be dramatically
increased. I think we ought to go to $3
million for an individual, $6 million for
a couple, and we ought to do it now. I
would also be open to a reduction in
rates. I think 50 percent is too high.
But repealing it all is unaffordable, it
is unfair, and it is fundamentally a
long-term mistake. Why? Because 1
think it will lead to the concentration
of wealth in the hands of fewer and
fewer people.

If you look back to the establishment
of the estate tax, one of the foremost
advocates was a Republican President,
Theodore Roosevelt. Theodore Roo-
sevelt said it is a profound social mis-
take to allow wealth to accumulate in
the hands of a handful of people who,
by inheritance, become enormously
powerful; that our society is a society
based on merit and a society based on
what an individual achieves, not what
they inherit; and that if we want to be-
come like Europe and have inherited
wealth assume a greater and greater
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role in society, then eliminate the es-
tate tax, because in very short order
you will have enormous wealth and
power accumulate in the hands of a
few.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield.

Mr. REID. In my previous question to
the Senator from North Dakota, I
talked about three very successful
men, all of whom are senior citizens. I
want to relate to the Senator from
North Dakota that about 2 months ago
I had dinner in Las Vegas with a man
I had never met before. His name is
Pierre Omidyar. Pierre is the founder
of eBay. As a young man, he had this
idea and on his computer developed
eBay which is now a fantastically sig-
nificant part of our economy. It is his.
He, in spite of the stock market drop-
ping, is worth $3 or $4 billion. He is 34
years old.

The whole purpose of his dinner with
me, just the two of us, was to explain
to me how he hoped I would work as
hard as I could to make sure the estate
tax is not repealed. Here is a man who
is happily married, has two little chil-
dren, and is one of the wealthiest men
in America. He is not an old man; he is
a very young man. And he believes, as
does the Senator from North Dakota,
that acquired wealth in large amounts
is not good for America.

I don’t think I have given this story
to the Senator from North Dakota,
have I?

Mr. CONRAD. No.

Mr. REID. But if we have these very
successful people talking about why
they believe it is bad—I have been
present when Mr. Gates, Mr. Buffett,
and Mr. Soros all talked about their
belief that by a roll of the dice, a rou-
lette wheel, they were born in America.
They said they could have their entre-
preneur genius—those are words I am
using, not theirs—and if they were born
anyplace but in the United States, it
wouldn’t amount to much. They be-
lieve as a result of their having been
born in America, they owe that to
America.

The Senator has heard those state-
ments, has he not?

Mr. CONRAD. I have.

Mr. REID. Would the Senator agree
that those three older men and the
young man have a concept of what the
Senator from North Dakota is saying:
Change the estate tax, raise it if it is
appropriate. I believe it is appropriate.
Would the Senator agree that we have
tried to do that? We have asked unani-
mous consent. We have offered amend-
ments that have been defeated. I want
the Senator from North Dakota to see
if he agrees with me. I think people
want the political issue more than they
want to change the estate tax. Would
the Senator agree with that?

Mr. CONRAD. I hope that is not the
case. We have an opportunity now to
resolve the estate tax for a long time.
If we would reform it without repealing
it, we would do something that is im-
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portant and valuable. At $1 million, the
estate tax is biting at much too low a
level. Most of us in this Chamber would
certainly degree with that statement.
The economy has changed. The world
has changed. We have not made a sig-
nificant enough adjustment in the es-
tate tax. We have not modernized the
estate tax in a way that makes any
sense.

One million, it has been raised to
that, but that has not kept pace with
what has happened in the real world.
As a result, it is putting too much
pressure on small farmers and small
business people. We could do something
right now. We could raise that exemp-
tion to $3 million for an individual and
$6 million for a couple. With planning,
it could be substantially more than
that. That would shield the vast major-
ity of small businesses, the vast major-
ity of individuals. At the same time,
we would not have the extraordinary
cost associated with repeal.

We have to have current events in-
form our decisions. The hard reality is,
we are in record deficit. We have defi-
cits as far as the eye can see. And the
situation is going to get worse when
the baby boomers retire. From where is
the money going to come? If you repeal
the estate tax, that burden is going to
have to shift somewhere else. It is
going to raise taxes on middle-income
people. That is where most of the taxes
are paid. I don’t think that is the ap-
propriate outcome.

I do think we ought to reform it. We
ought to raise this. I would even be
open to what the chairman of the com-
mittee has referenced as the tax rate
itself, which at 50 percent seems unrea-
sonably high as well. Perhaps in the
time remaining here we might get to-
gether and come up with something
that would really be a contribution to
the country and a valuable change.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand it, the Senator from Arizona
had offered an amendment. We had dis-
cussed, prior to his offering the amend-
ment, that Senator GRAHAM, I, and
Senator STABENOW would offer an
amendment on prescription drugs. I
would ask the manager about the cir-
cumstances. Do we need to set aside
the amendment that is now pending in
order to offer the amendment on pre-
scription drugs for Senator GRAHAM,
myself, and Senator STABENOW?

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator is cor-
rect. We need to set it aside. I think a
couple of us want to speak on the
amendment that is pending before we
set it aside.

I think the debate has been on the
one side for the last 25 minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. I understand. We were
told that the presentation of that was
going to be 5 minutes, and we were
going to move to that amendment.
That has not quite happened. I wonder
when we might expect to move to this
amendment.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I en-
courage my colleagues to go through
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the Chair for parliamentary procedure.
I didn’t make that point, but I think it
is important.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. NICKLES. If the Senator is fin-
ished with his inquiry, I yield to the
Senator from Alabama 10 minutes.
Would that be sufficient?

Mr. SESSIONS. That would be suffi-
cient.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I send
a modification to the desk on behalf of
Senator KyL, which he failed to file
earlier.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the modification?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, is the
Senator proceeding on a modified
amendment?

Mr. SESSIONS. My understanding is
that it has been agreed to previously.

Mr. CONRAD. There has been no re-
quest to modify the amendment.

Mr. SESSIONS. I withdraw that re-
quest at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama has the floor.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, there
is a death tax. I had in my office 2 days
ago Professor Harold Apolinsky, from
the University of Alabama. He is in-
deed a brilliant professor. He has dedi-
cated his life to the elimination of the
death tax. He says it is an immoral
tax. He feels so strongly about it that
he has given an incredible amount of
his time and effort and resources into
seeking its elimination.

I recall just how much of an impact
it can have. A lady I know told me the
story of her grandfather. President
Reagan had been in office in 1981, and
they passed an amendment that
changed the death tax a little bit.

Do you know what it was then when
they changed it? The rate was 70 per-
cent on estates over $175,000. Four
Members in this body voted to keep it
at that rate. They reduced it to 55 per-
cent. Big deal.

They were home for Christmas and
the family was gathered. He had cancer
and he was dying, fading fast. She told
the story that every morning he asked
what day it was. He died at 10 a.m. on
January 1, the day the law took ef-
fect—his last great act for his family
to protect a little bit more of the farm
that he had built up over all those
years.

I believe we are in agreement on the
modification now; is that correct?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama has the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 288, AS MODIFIED

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
reoffer the modification on behalf of
Senator KYL. I think maybe we have an
understanding now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the modification?

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to
object, and we will not object, we are
happy to have the amendment modified
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so that Senator KYL’s actual intention
is embodied in the amendment. We are
happy to allow that modification to be
made.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be so modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by
$115,000,000.

On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by
$508,000,000.

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by
$595,000,000.

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by
$783,000,000.

On page 3,
$1,076,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by
$3,909,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by
$12,218,000,000.

On page 3, line 16, decrease the amount by
$28,750,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, decrease the amount by
$2,515,000,000.

On page 3, line 18, decrease the amount by
$336,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by
$347,000,000.

On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by
$115,000,000.

On page 4,
$508,000,000.

On page 4,
$595,000,000.

On page 4,
$783,000,000.

On page 4,
$1,076,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, decrease the amount by
$3,909,000,000.

On page 4, line 6,
$12,218,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, decrease the amount by
$28,750,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by
$2,515,000,000.

On page 4, line 9, decrease the amount by
$336,000,000.

On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by
$347,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$115,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$508,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$595,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$783,000,000.

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by
$1,076,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by
$3,909,000,000.

On page 4, line 20, decrease the amount by
$12,218,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, decrease the amount by
$28,750,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, decrease the amount by
$2,515,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, decrease the amount by
$336,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, decrease the amount by
$347,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by
$115,000,000.

On page 5, line 5, increase the amount by
$508,000,000.

On page 5, line 6,
$595,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$783,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,076,000,000.

On page 5,
$3,909,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by
$12,218,000,000.

line 13, increase the amount by

line 1, increase the amount by
line 2, increase the amount by
line 3, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by

decrease the amount by

increase the amount by

line 9, decrease the amount by
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On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by
$28,750,000,000.

On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by
$2,515,000,000.

On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by
$336,000,000.

On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by
$347,000,000.

On page 41, line 22, increase the amount by
$115,000,000.

On page 41, line 23, increase the amount by
$115,000,000.

On page 42, line 2, increase the amount by
$508,000,000.

On page 42, line 3, increase the amount by
$508,000,000.

On page 42, line 6, increase the amount by
$595,000,000.

On page 42, line 7, increase the amount by
$595,000,000.

On page 42, line 10, increase the amount by
$783,000,000.

On page 42, line 11, increase the amount by
$783,000,000.

On page 42, line 14, increase the amount by
$1,076,000,000.

On page 42, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,076,000,000.

On page 42, line 18, decrease the amount by
$3,909,000,000.

On page 42, line 19, decrease the amount by
$3,909,000,000.

On page 42, line 22, decrease the amount by
$12,218,000,000.

On page 42, line 23, decrease the amount by
$12,218,000,000.

On page 43, line 2, decrease the amount by
$28,750,000,000.

On page 43,
$28,750,000,000.

On page 43, line 6, decrease the amount by
$2,515,000,000.

On page 43, line 7, decrease the amount by
$2,515,000,000.

On page 43, line 10, decrease the amount by
$336,000,000.

On page 43, line 11, decrease the amount by
$336,000,000.

On page 43, line 14, decrease the amount by
$347,000,000.

On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by
$347,000,000.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, this is
a big deal in real life. We are talking
about taking half of somebody’s accu-
mulated estate. That is a lot. It does
happen when people die, and there are
professionals out there who do this
business, and they try to manipulate
and avoid and delay, and sometimes
they are successful, sometimes they
are not. I want to talk about it in a lit-
tle bit different vein tonight.

I want to talk about what I think is
a major problem in America. I know
Senator CONRAD is concerned about it.
It is a collapse of smaller businesses
and a trend toward larger and larger
consolidation of business.

I know an individual in Alabama—I
met him at a town hall meeting. He
and his father spoke to me. They told
me they are paying $5,000 a month for
life insurance on their father’s life.
They own three motels. They would
like to expand motels. That $5,000 a
month would probably help them buy a
fourth motel. But they have to pay it
for no other reason than if something
happens to their father, they would
have to pay an estate tax, and it would
come out of their small business and
they would lose it.

Remember, this little chain of three
motels is competing against Ramada,

line 3, decrease the amount by
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Holiday Inn, Marriott, and they are
getting savaged every generation by a
50-percent tax on what the value of
that family’s estate is. That tax is not
paid by the broadly held corporations,
the international corporations. They
never pay this tax. Think about it. It is
a tax that falls on small businesses and
individuals. It does not fall on big busi-
nesses.

I know an individual who owns sev-
eral thousand acres of land. He is very
fortunate and very generous with ball
teams and schools and charitable orga-
nizations and is a wonderful person.
Some might say he is wealthy. But the
big paper companies own millions of
acres of land. They don’t ever pay a
death tax. He is competing, really,
with them.

I know International Paper owns 2
million acres of land. They are never
impacted by the death tax.

Ask yourself, why is it that banks in
towns all over America are closing? In
Mobile, AL, we had four local banks.
They are all gone today. One or two
came back, but all of them were sold
out to the big ones. Why? Because the
people who owned them got up in years
and they were facing a confiscatory tax
on what they had accumulated. They
didn’t have the cash to pay it. Every-
thing they owned was in the bank, the
business they built up. They had to get
out and get liquid and create a situa-
tion in which they could avoid some
taxes, perhaps, and have the cash to
pay the tax because if they had to sell
off the business all at once to pay the
tax, it would collapse.

I am saying, with absolute con-
fidence, this death tax is a driving
force behind the collapse of small busi-
nesses. Think about funeral homes. I
know the occupant of the chair, who is
from Tennessee, knows that the people
running those funeral homes are usu-
ally good business people. As the popu-
lation grew and more people came to
the end of their life, they have done
well in their business, but they are
then facing the death tax. Maybe they
have stock or bought some property,
and they may have a home that has ap-
preciated in value. All of a sudden they
are looking at a big hit.

Now funeral homes are being brought
up by chains—broadly held corpora-
tions now have these funeral homes.
They will never pay the death tax. It
will never impact them.

How do you with a $3 million com-
pany compete with Holiday Inn? We
want to encourage $50 million compa-
nies, $100 million companies, and $200
million companies to compete against
billion-dollar companies. We are chop-
ping them off.

A vision I have is that you go out in
the woods and there is a little pine tree
trying to grow and compete with the
taller trees. But just as it breaks in
and gets sunlight, somebody comes in
and chops the top off and takes half of
it. It will never be able to compete.

We are putting them at a disadvan-
tage. It cannot be overcome. I believe



S3972

it is unhealthy. If we care about small
business, about encouraging innovation
and competition and growth in Amer-
ica, we need to think about this. So I
think there are a lot of reasons we
ought to consider the elimination of
this tax. It is certainly an unfair tax.
People have paid their taxes, and then
at the time of their death, they are
taxed again in a way that savages the
ability of a business to remain com-
petitive.

I note that the taxes are only a per-
cent or two of the income to this Gov-
ernment. It is not critical to our rev-
enue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his 10 minutes.

Mr. SESSIONS. We voted to elimi-
nate the death tax once before. It is
time to complete the job. I support the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I know
there are colleagues who want to offer
the prescription drug amendment. I
will make a few comments on elimi-
nation of the death tax.

A couple of people said there is no
tax on death. I disagree. I can say that
from experience. My father died, and
there was a significant death tax. His
death was a taxable event. If he had
not died, there would not have been a
taxable event. To say there is no death
tax—maybe it is something the poll-
sters came up with—is something
about which I totally disagree.

Under current law, if you die, if your
estate is above a certain amount, your
survivors will have to pay a tax. I call
that a death tax. It can be called an in-
heritance tax, an estate tax, whatever
one wants to call it.

We did pass an exemption in 1981 that
exempted surviving spouses from the
death tax. I was one of the principal
sponsors of that legislation in 1981. I
worked to put that in the big bill. That
was one of the big tax bills. I was a
freshman Senator and I really wanted
to put that in the bill because I learned
the hard way.

My father passed away. My mother
had five kids, and she inherited a busi-
ness. The Government came in and
said: We want about half of the busi-
ness. We negotiated, struggled, and
agonized. I say we, I was a child. My
mother struggled for years over what
the size of this company was, how
much of it the Government was enti-
tled to—were they entitled to half of it,
a third of it. Eventually, something
was settled but she had to pay the Gov-
ernment. I guess I did, too. Survivors
who wanted to keep the business had to
pay a lot of tax. Why? Because my fa-
ther died. So if somebody says there is
not a death tax, I disagree.

They say: We exempt spouses. That
does not make any difference. If you
want to pass your business on to your
son, the Government says: We want
half.

Somebody said it only applies to 1
percent or 2 percent of the estates.
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What tax rate is right? Fifty percent? I
appreciate the fact that my colleague
from North Dakota said the rate is too
high. It is too high. Why would we tax
estates, a death tax, in excess of the
personal tax rate? The maximum per-
sonal tax rate hopefully will soon be 35
percent. The maximum corporate rate
is 35 percent. Why should a taxable
event caused by death be as much as 50
percent?

Frankly, if we do not extend the law,
it could go back to 55 and 60 percent. In
present law, the maximum is 50 per-
cent. But if the 2001 law expires—if we
go back before we made the changes in
2001, then the maximum tax rate re-
turns to 55 percent, and on a taxable
estate between $10 million and $17 mil-
lion, there is an additional 5 percent
surcharge. It will go back to 60 percent.

I hear some colleagues say: We
should exempt not just $1 million, but
maybe $2 million or $3 million, maybe
twice that amount for spouses. But
above that, we still would have a rate
of 50 percent. That is way too high.
Why is that? Why in the world if some-
body passes away should the Govern-
ment take half? If somebody builds a
business and let’s say they build up the
business, and maybe they are employ-
ing thousands of people, should the
Government come in and take half?
Whoever inherited the business has to
sell it and pay taxes. The Government
wins and the employees lose—they lose
their jobs.

What about George Soros? He is a bil-
lionaire. Or Mr. Buffett? My guess is—
I do not know—my guess is they have
foundations, they have great tax ac-
countants, and they were able to set up
foundations that do not pay tax, pe-
riod.

They do not pay tax on their earn-
ings. They are tax exempt, and they do
not pay death taxes. They built up
these enormous foundations. Great, I
am proud of them.

There are a whole lot of people who
own family farms and businesses that
they are trying to grow and expand,
and they are not big enough to hire at-
torneys and have foundations, and they
are liable for a death tax. That hangs
as a heavy cloud over a lot of busi-
nesses that decide not to grow because
they know if they grow, the Govern-
ment is going to get half.

We did work in 2001 to bring that
down. We gradually brought it down to,
I think, 45 percent. It goes to zero in
the year 2010, and then presumably if
we do not pass a bill to change it, by
2011, it will pop back up to 55, maybe
even as much as 60 percent.

Senator KYL says let’s expand that
zero bracket. The resolution before us
presumes—presumes—that Congress
will extend the provisions in the 2001
tax bill, so it would extend the repeal
of the death tax for the year not only
2010, but also 2011 and 2012. Senator
KyL’s amendment says it should be for
the year 2009. That will be 4 years with
a zero tax on the taxable event of
death.
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If somebody says they pay no tax,
they do not understand Senator KyYL’s
amendment. They do not understand
the law we passed. Senator KYL’s
amendment and the present law says a
taxable event is moved from death to
the sale of the property. What does the
sale of the property mean? It means
capital gains. What is the tax rate on
capital gains? It is 20 percent.

Also in that provision we passed in
2001, it says we eliminate or stop the
step-up in basis over a certain amount.
What does that mean? It means if
George Soros has a net worth of $38 bil-
lion and he passed away, if he has not
paid capital gains on that net worth
and there is no step-up in basis and the
initial investment was much less than
that, then he would be taxed at 20 per-
cent on that incremental value.

Maybe if he had initial investment
of, let’s say, $18 billion—I doubt it
would be that much; maybe a lot less—
he would pay 20 percent on the incre-
mental difference between the carry-
over basis and what it was at the time
of sale. If somebody in his company did
not sell the business, there would not
be a tax.

I like to think of this more in the
vernacular of a small business. If a
small business wants to pass it on to
their kids and the kids do not sell the
business, they do not pay a tax. But
when and if they do sell, they pay a
tax. There would be capital gains on a
carried-over basis.

It is interesting, the people who have
scored some of these amendments,
Joint Tax, sort of forgot to account the
offsetting additional income that
would be generated from the sale of op-
erations, the capital gains that would
be measured.

The law we passed in 2001 says: Let’s
change the taxable event from death to
when the property is sold. If someone
receives property as a result of some-
one’s death and they sell it, then they
pay capital gains. If they do not sell it,
then there is no capital gains. The tax-
able event would no longer be death; it
would be when the property is sold. It
makes eminent good sense.

There are other ways of doing this,
but the present law in taxing estates
and taxing inherited property or taxing
a business or a farm or a ranch just
makes no sense whatsoever. The big
boys are able to figure out ways to get
around it through fancy accountants
and foundations, and they do not pay
the tax. A lot of middle-income people
and smaller businesses pay a lot of tax.
It really does inhibit their growth.

I compliment my colleague from Ari-
zona for his amendment. I am intrigued
by the interest of my colleagues from
North Dakota and Nevada in maybe
trying to do something. I think we can
do something, and we have the oppor-
tunity to do it. It will not be done in
this bill. We did not put in a reconcili-
ation instruction dealing with this pro-
vision, but it is something we can deal
with and this Congress ought to deal
with. There is some money on the table
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to make that available. We should have
a tax rate on a taxable estate or inher-
ited property in the neighborhood of 20
percent. You might generate some
money.

Right now this tax is counter-
productive in so many ways. I will give
one example. Our business did not grow
because we were thinking at that time
that the Government would take so
much, so why would anybody expand if
the Government is going to come in
and take it? And how could you pass
property on from one generation to an-
other generation to another generation
if the Government wanted to come in
and take half every time? It just does
not work. It is very difficult for a pri-
vately held business, if they want to
pass it on from the second and third
generation, to do so if the Government
is going to take half. That business
may be more than $3 million. That
business may be $20 million. It may be
$100 million. Think of some great com-
panies that might be privately held. If
the owners pass away, should the Gov-
ernment take half? I do not think so. I
would hope not.

I am intrigued by the ideas that dif-
ferent colleagues have.

I encourage an open dialogue. I think
my colleague from Arizona is to be
complimented for his work in this
field. I am intrigued and encouraged by
some of the debate I am hearing. I
would love to see us come up with a bi-
partisan, permanent resolution on how
to address the estate tax. The present
law is not satisfactory. It needs to be
amended. It needs to be addressed, and
I would love to see this Congress this
year pass something we could all be
proud of that would be a significant
and positive reform for businesses and
individuals all across the country.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. NICKLES. I would be happy to
yield.

Mr. REID. Would the Senator, the
manager of the bill for the majority, on
the next amendment which will be of-
fered, which will be prescription drugs,
allow a time of 40 minutes on each
side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. I cannot agree to a 40
minute time limit——

Mr. REID. I withdraw the request.

Mr. NICKLES. On an amendment
that deals with $200 billion. That would
be so many billion dollars per minute.
That might be a little expensive. I will
be happy to work with my colleagues.

If no other Senators wish to speak on
the underlying amendment, I ask unan-
imous consent to set aside the pending
amendment so an amendment offered
by the Senator from North Dakota and
the Senator from Florida can be of-
fered at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from North Dakota.

AMENDMENT NO. 294

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk on behalf of

myself, Senator GRAHAM of Florida,
and Senator STABENOW, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-
GAN], for himself, Mr. GRAHAM of Florida,
and Ms. STABENOW, proposes an amendment
numbered 294.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide a meaningful prescrip-

tion drug benefit in Medicare that is avail-

able to all beneficiaries)

On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by
$7,580,000.

On page 3, line
$23,341,000,000.

On page 3, line
$26,169,000,000.

On page 3, line
$29,003,000,000.

On page 3, line
$32,406,000,000.

On page 3, line
$35,710,000,000.

On page 3, line
$39,465,000,000.

On page 3, line
$43,508,000,000.

On page 3, line
$47,687,000,000.

On page 3, line
$52.440,000,000.

On page 3, line
$58,514,000,000.

On page 3, line
$7,589,000,000.

On page 4, line 1,
$23,341,000,000.

On page 4, line 2,
$26,169,000,000.

On page 4, line 3
$29,003,000,000.

On page 4, line 4
$32,406,000,000.

On page 4, line 5
$35,710,000,000.

On page 4, line 6
$39,465,000,000.

On page 4, line 7,
$43,508,000,000.

On page 4, line 8,
$47,687,000,000.

On page 4, line 9,
$52,440,000,000.

On page 4, line
$53,514,000,000.

On page 4, line
$56,000,000.

On page 4, line
$6,750,000,000.

On page 4, line
$12,607,000,000.

On page 4, line
$2,089,000,000.

On page 4, line
$11,134,000,000.

On page 4, line
$13,388,000,000.

On page 4, line
$18,051,000,000.

On page 4, line
$23,189,000,000.

On page 4, line
$28,020,000,000.

On page 4, line
$33,135,000,000.

On page 4, line
$39,338,000,000.

10, increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

decrease the amount by

decrease the amount by

decrease the amount by

decrease the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by

increase the amount by
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On page 5, line
$56,000,000.
On page 5, line
$6,750,000,000.
On page 5, line
$12,607,000,000.
On page 5, line
$2,089,000,000.
On page 5, line
$11,134,000,000.
On page 5, line
$13,388,000,000.
On page 5, line
$18,051,000,000.
On page 5, line
$23,189,000,000.
On page 5, line
$28,020,000,000.
On page 5, line
$33,135,000,000.
On page 5, line
$39,338,000,000.
On page 5, line
$7,645,000,000.
On page 5, line
$30,091,000,000.
On page 5, line
$38,776,000,000.
On page 5, line
$31,092,000,000.
On page 5, line
$21,272,000,000.
On page 5, line
$22,322,000,000.
On page 5, line
$21,414,000,000.
On page 5, line
$20,319,000,000.
On page 5, line
$19,667,000,000.

4,
5,
6,
7,
8,
9,

10,

20,
21,
22,
23,
24,

25,

decrease
decrease
decrease
decrease
increase
increase
increase
increase
increase
increase
increase
increase
increase
increase
increase
increase
increase
increase
increase

increase

On page 6, line 1, increase

$19,305,000,000.
On page 6, line
$19,176,000,000.
On page 6, line
$7,645,000,000.
On page 6, line
$37,737,000,000.
On page 6, line
$76,513,000,000.
On page 6, line
$107,604,000,000.
On page 6, line
$128,877,000,000.
On page 6, line
$151,199,000,000.
On page 6, line
$172,612,000,000.
On page 6, line
$192,931,000,000.
On page 6, line
$212,599,000,000.
On page 6, line
$231,903,000,000.
On page 6, line
$251,080,000,000.
On page 6, line
$7,645,000,000.
On page 6, line
$37,737,000,000.
On page 6, line
$76,513,000,000.
On page 6, line
$107,604,000,000.
On page 6, line
$128,877,000,000.
On page 6, line
$151,199,000,000.
On page 6, line
$172,612,000,000.
On page 6, line
$192,931,000,000.

2,
5,
6,
7,

8,

20,
21,
22,
23,
24,

25,

increase

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

decrease

On page 7, line 1, decrease

$212,599,000,000.

On page 7, line 2, decrease

$231,903,000,000.

On page 7, line 3, decrease

$251,080,000,000.
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On page 29, line 6, decrease the amount by
$6,000,000,000.

On page 29, line 7, decrease the amount by
$6,000,000,000.

On page 29, line 10, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000,000.

On page 29, line 11, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000,000.

On page 29, line 14, increase the amount by
$2,498,000,000.

On page 29, line 15, increase the amount by
$2,498,000,000.

On page 29, line 18, increase the amount by
$17,195,000,000.

On page 29, line 19, increase the amount by
$17,195,000,000.

On page 29, line 22, increase the amount by
$20,630,000,000.

On page 29, line 23, increase the amount by
$20,630,000,000.

On page 30, line 2, increase the amount by
$26,482,000,000.

On page 30, line 3, increase the amount by
$26,482,000,000.

On page 30, line 6, increase the amount by
$32,751,000,000.

On page 30, line 7, increase the amount by
$32,751,000,000.

On page 30, line 10, increase the amount by
$38,644,000,000.

On page 30, line 11, increase the amount by
$38,644,000,000.

On page 30, line 14, increase the amount by
$44,787,000,000.

On page 30, line 15, increase the amount by
$44,7817,000,000.

On page 30, line 18, increase the amount by
$52,013,000,000.

On page 30, line 19, increase the amount by
$52,013,000,000.

On page 40, line 2, decrease the amount by
$56,000,000.

On page 40, line 3, decrease the amount by
$56,000,000.

On page 40, line 6, decrease the amount by
$750,000,000.

On page 40, line 7, decrease the amount by
$750,000,000.

On page 40, line 10, decrease the amount by
$2,607,000,000.

On page 40, line 11, decrease the amount by
$2,607,000,000.

On page 40, line 14, decrease the amount by
$4,587,000,000.

On page 40, line 15, decrease the amount by
$4,587,000,000.

On page 40, line 18, decrease the amount by
$6,061,000,000.

On page 40, line 19, decrease the amount by
$6,061,000,000.

On page 40, line 22, decrease the amount by
$7,242,000,000.

On page 40, line 23, decrease the amount by
$7,242,000,000.

On page 41, line 2, decrease the amount by
$8,431,000,000.

On page 41, line 3, decrease the amount by
$8,431,000,000.

On page 41, line 6, decrease the amount by
$9,562,000,000.

On page 41, line 7, decrease the amount by
$9,562,000,000.

On page 41, line 10, decrease the amount by
$10,624,000,000.

On page 41, line 11, decrease the amount by
$10,624,000,000.

On page 41, line 14, decrease the amount by
$11,652,000,000.

On page 41, line 15, decrease the amount by
$11,652,000,000.

On page 41, line 18, decrease the amount by
$12,675,000,000.

On page 41, line 19, decrease the amount by
$12,675,000,000.

On page 61, line 12, insert ‘‘on an equal
basis with respect to benefit level regardless
of whether such beneficiaries remain in the
traditional medicare fee-for-service program
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under parts A and B of such title or enroll in
a private plan under the medicare program’’
after ‘‘prescription drugs”.

On page 61, line 19, strike $400,000,000,000
and insert $619,000,000,000.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I will
describe the general direction of this
amendment. I will be followed by my
colleague, Senator GRAHAM of Florida,
who will talk in greater specifics about
the particular approach dealing with a
prescription drug benefit in Medicare.
Following that, my colleague from
Michigan will also speak.

This amendment would increase the
amount of money available to put a
prescription drug benefit in the Medi-
care Program. I think we are long past
the point where the question is wheth-
er we should put a prescription drug
benefit in the Medicare Program. The
question is no longer whether. I think
almost all Members of the Congress
agree we ought to do that. The ques-
tion is how. How do we do it? What
kind of a prescription drug benefit do
we put in the Medicare Program?

Senior citizens are 12 percent of the
population in our country, yet they
consume one-third of all prescription
drugs. That is important to under-
stand. As people grow older, they have
more health challenges. They are able
to access these miracle drugs, the new
miracle drugs that extend life in so
many areas, but miracle drugs produce
no miracles if one cannot afford them.

At an age in life when people reach
retirement and have diminished in-
come, they discover that they cannot
afford to buy the miracle drugs they
need, the drugs their doctor prescribes,
for someone who may have heart dis-
ease, diabetes, and several other mala-
dies. We hear senior citizens say over
and over again that they go to the gro-
cery store with a pharmacy in the
back, and they have to go to the phar-
macy first to find out how much they
are going to have left for food because
they cannot afford all of their medicine
and food.

If we had created Medicare last year,
there is no question that we would
have included in that Medicare Pro-
gram a prescription drug benefit. In-
stead, Congress created it in the 1960s.
Most of us were not here then. So there
was no prescription drug benefit put in
the Medicare Program because most of
the lifesaving drugs that are now avail-
able were not then in existence. They
are now, and senior citizens are living
longer and better lives. Part of it is be-
cause we have these prescription drugs
that can extend life.

So the question is, How do we now
modify the Medicare Program to add a
benefit for prescription drugs, to help
S0 many senior citizens who simply
cannot afford them?

I had a hearing in Dickinson, ND, one
evening on the issue of prescription
drugs in Medicare. An oncologist told
me about his cancer patient, a woman
on Medicare who had a mastectomy be-
cause of breast cancer. He prescribed a
prescription drug for her. He said: You
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need to take this prescription drug in
order to reduce the chances of recur-
rence of this breast cancer. She said:
What will it cost? He told her the cost
of the drugs. She said: Doctor, I cannot
possibly buy that prescription drug. I
have no money. I will just take my
chances.

We do not have to do that. Our
amendment is very simple. The under-
lying budget proposed $400 billion for a
Medicare prescription drug plan. We
propose that the portion of the tax cut
in this budget amendment dealing with
the tax cut for dividends be used in-
stead of cutting taxes for dividends in
the following manner: That $219 billion
be provided in this amendment in order
to increase above the $400 billion, so we
would have then $619 billion for a pre-
scription drug plan in the Medicare
Program. The additional $251 billion in
savings generated by this amendment
would be used to reduce the Federal
budget deficit.

We are doing two things: Making
more money available so a decent pre-
scription drug plan can be offered, and
my colleague from Florida will more
adequately describe exactly what kind
of a program can be offered for that,
and then in addition, reducing the Fed-
eral budget deficit.

I will make a couple of additional
points. Our amendment also estab-
lishes a very important principle for a
Medicare prescription drug benefit.
Medicare beneficiaries who choose to
remain in traditional fee-for-service
Medicare should receive the same level
of benefit for prescription drugs as do
others. The President has proposed
something that says we will provide a
prescription drug benefit but we will do
it only if someone leaves their fee-for-
service type of care and goes to an
HMO. That is not fair. That is not the
right thing to do. Senior citizens ought
to be able to go to the doctor of their
choice and get the health care they
need from the doctor they have always
been seeing for their problems. Yet
that will not be the case under the
President’s proposal.

So we say let’s increase the amount
of money so we can have a reasonable
and a good prescription drug benefit in
the Medicare Program. Let’s do that at
the same time we reduce the Federal
budget deficit with the other money
that we save from this tax change, and
let’s also establish the principle, as we
do in this amendment, that all Medi-
care beneficiaries ought to have the
availability of this prescription drug
benefit, even if they choose to stay in
a fee-for-service program. That is a
very important issue.

Let me make one final point. As is
always the case when we debate the
budget in the Senate, we are con-
fronted with a series of choices, dif-
ficult choices sometimes but nonethe-
less choices. We can make a decision
about that. We can decide that it is far
more important, as some have done in
the Senate, to exempt dividends from
taxation than it is to have a good pre-
scription drug benefit in the Medicare
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Program. I do not happen to share that
choice. I think that is a terrible choice.
That is a horrible choice to make in
terms of priorities. So with this
amendment we make a different
choice. We believe that this is one of
those circumstances that demands and
certainly deserves the attention of the
Senate. I think every Senator is on
record as saying we ought to do some-
thing about this issue of prescription
drugs in Medicare, but we have had dif-
ficulty trying to find the right ap-
proach.

We have all kinds of different plans.
What we propose with this amendment
is to have sufficient money, $619 bil-
lion, to put together a plan of which we
can be proud, to put together a plan
that works, one that really helps sen-
ior citizens and one that does not force
them all into managed care or HMO or-
ganizations as a price for them to be
able to access prescription drugs that
they need to continue to lead a good
life. That is all this amendment is
about. It is a simple choice. It is a lot
of money, but it is a simple choice.
Let’s choose the right thing. Let’s
choose to do what all of us have said
we want to do, and that is to put a
good prescription drug plan in the
Medicare Program.

My colleague, Senator GRAHAM from
Florida, is going to describe in more
detail exactly what that program could
look like and how that program would
work for senior citizens. I am very
pleased to have worked with him, as
well as the Senator from Michigan, on
this amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
COLEMAN). Who yields time?

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

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

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I offer this amendment with my
colleagues from North Dakota and
Michigan so that when we come to de-
bate the specifics of a prescription drug
benefit for Medicare, we will be able to
provide a real benefit, a real benefit
with no gimmicks, no gaps, no hidden
‘“‘gotchas.”

Last year, 52 Senators voted for a
plan that provides all Medicare bene-
ficiaries with an affordable, com-
prehensive, and universal drug benefit
delivered through Medicare. The pro-
posal offered last year received 52 votes
and was very direct. It provided that
seniors would pay a $25 per month vol-
untary premium. This program is not
mandatory; seniors will decide for
themselves whether they want to par-
ticipate. There would be no deductible.
Seniors would pay no more than a $10
copayment for generic medications and
$40 for medically necessary brand-name
medications. After $4,000 was paid by
the senior out of pocket, Medicare
would pay the remaining expenses
under a catastrophic position. Special
consideration was provided for the low-

(Mr.
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est income non-Medicaid elderly by
picking up all, or a portion of, their
monthly premiums and copayments.

The plan we offered last year that re-
ceived 52 votes, with the inflation and
with the change in the demographics of
the elderly population, would cost,
over the next 10 years, $619 billion. The
budget resolution which is before the
Senate today would limit the expendi-
ture for a prescription drug benefit to
no more than $400 billion. Removed
from the $400 billion would be the cost
of any other changes to the Medicare
system.

Our colleagues on the Budget Com-
mittee have adopted the $400 billion
from the President’s framework for
adding a prescription drug benefit to
Medicare. It is unclear precisely what
we would be buying with $400 billion,
but let’s talk about what we know of
some of the principles of the Presi-
dent’s prescription drug plan.

He would provide, for those Medicare
beneficiaries in the traditional fee-for-
service program, that there would be
coverage of prescription drugs for the
lowest income—the question mark as
to what that demarcation would be.
They would receive up to $600 a year
for their prescription drug benefits. I
point out to the Presiding Officer and
my colleagues, the average Medicare
beneficiary last year paid $2,100 for
their prescription drugs.

Other than the lowest income, there
would be no ongoing benefit and there
would be a catastrophic benefit at a
yet to be specified level. That is what
89 percent of the Medicare bene-
ficiaries—those who have elected to
stay in the traditional fee-for-service
Medicare—would have available.

Mr. President, 11 percent of the 40
million Medicare beneficiaries are in
some form of managed care. Under the
President’s plan, they would receive a
prescription drug benefit, maybe one
very similar to the one that 52 Sen-
ators voted for last year. We do not
have the details to have a clear under-
standing of what that 11 percent would
receive.

The only way you can fit an afford-
able, comprehensive, universal pre-
scription drug benefit is by not making
it universal, not covering seniors who
are in the traditional Medicare Pro-
gram unless they either have very low
incomes or very high drug costs. For
instance, if the catastrophic level were
to be set at $5,000, less than 3 percent of
the Medicare beneficiaries would spend
that much and therefore be eligible to
participate in the catastrophic provi-
sions of the President’s plan.

The President’s proposal buys a drug
benefit for $400 billion by providing a
benefit—even that is undefined—only
for those seniors who will enroll in
some form of managed care. This has
been referred to as a plan to herd sen-
iors into managed care because their
needs for a prescription drug benefit
are so desperate. No one can argue a
benefit like the one proposed by Presi-
dent Bush meets the goals of an afford-
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able, universal, comprehensive drug
benefit which is what America’s sen-
iors need.

The most fundamental reform we can
make in the Medicare Program is to
offer to all Medicare beneficiaries, in-
cluding the 89 percent who have elected
to enroll in the traditional fee-for-serv-
ice Medicare, all beneficiaries—those
as well as the 11 percent who have cur-
rently elected to participate in a man-
aged care program—a universal, com-
prehensive, affordable prescription
drug benefit. Why is this so important?
In my opinion, it is so important be-
cause it is the fundamental reform
which Medicare must make.

Medicare is a program of the 1960s. It
is appropriately described as a sickness
program. If you are ill enough to re-
quire a physician’s attention or, even
more, require hospitalization, Medicare
will pay a substantial proportion of
your costs. What Medicare will not pay
is the cost to keep you out of the doc-
tor’s office and out of the hospital.
Why? Because almost every preventive
care program has as one of its key ele-
ments the use of prescription drugs.
These are the modern miracles of medi-
cine. They are almost always required
if we are to be able to manage a condi-
tion before it becomes critical.

Thus, to have a Medicare Program
which makes that fundamental reform
from a sickness system to a system
that promotes the highest level of
health, it must have a prescription
drug benefit. Certainly some seniors
under the President’s proposal will
have no choice but to move from their
current preference for traditional fee-
for-service, where they have the max-
imum number of choices, into a man-
aged care system, where their choices
can be severely restricted.

As my colleague from North Dakota
has already said, this debate is about
priorities. Is the statement the Senate
wants to make that we give greater im-
portance to an oversized tax cut than
we do to a real, affordable, comprehen-
sive, and universal drug benefit for all
seniors? I think the answer is clear.

In addition to providing adequate
funding for a prescription drug benefit,
this amendment will also provide $177
billion over the next 10 years for deficit
reduction, which would, in fact, be-
come $251 billion for deficit reduction
by including the interest cost which we
will have to pay for $177 billion over
the next 10 years. This is a needed rem-
edy for the rapidly increasing deficits
that we have experienced, almost as ur-
gent as the needed benefit of prescrip-
tion drugs for older Americans.

We are suggesting these two ele-
ments, a $219 billion addition to the
Medicare account in order to be able to
fund an affordable, comprehensive, and
universal prescription drug benefit, and
$177 billion for deficit reductions—we
are suggesting it be paid by a reduction
in the provision for tax reductions of
$396 billion. That number was not just
chosen by accident. That is the amount
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the President has proposed for his divi-
dend tax cut, making dividends no
longer taxable.

I believe the dividend tax cut should
be reduced, first because it will do very
little to stimulate our sluggish econ-
omy, and specifically because it will do
very little to benefit America’s seniors.
I heard earlier today the argument
made in support of the elimination of
taxation of dividends, that it was a
critical matter for America’s seniors.
Most American seniors will not benefit
at all, and the average tax reduction
for America’s seniors, by eliminating
the taxation on dividends, is estimated
to be $118 per year.

Contrast that minimal savings for
seniors with the savings that seniors
will secure through a comprehensive,
universal, and affordable prescription
drug benefit.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. This amendment will not
only affect our seniors and our ability
to provide them with a reasonable pre-
scription drug benefit, it will also pro-
vide Congress the direction required to
assure responsible spending of the tax-
payers’ money. This is a goal, not just
for seniors, it is a goal which all Amer-
icans deserve.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, on behalf of
Senator CONRAD, I yield one-half hour
to the Senator from Michigan, Ms.
STABENOW.

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

The Senator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
first commend my friend and colleague
from Florida for his ongoing leadership
on the issue of Medicare prescription
drug coverage. I am very hopeful we
will be able to put into place the bill he
has described so eloquently that would
greatly benefit all older Americans and
the disabled. It is my pleasure to join
with him and with my distinguished
colleague from North Dakota, Mr. DOR-
GAN, as well, who has also been an out-
spoken leader both on Medicare pre-
scription drugs and also on issues re-
lating to containing costs, opening the
borders to Canada, and other issues
that would lower prices.

It is my pleasure to join with both of
them in what I believe to be one of the
most important, if not the most impor-
tant, amendment we will be addressing
to the budget resolution.

As my colleagues have said, the
budget resolution is about American
priorities and values. We lay out for
the year and then project for 10 years
what our most important priorities
are, just as a family does in their own
budget. We on this side of the aisle
have argued that, of course, safety and
security is critical. Education and the
opportunity for young people and
adults to have skills and be able to be
successful in our society is critically
important. Also, health care, the abil-
ity to have health care for your family,
and the ability for every senior and
every disabled person to know that, in
fact, Medicare will be strong and will
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be there for them when they retire
when they are eligible, and that it will
reflect the way health care is provided
today is also important.

We all know today prescription drug
coverage is the primary way to provide
health care, both for prevention, to be
able to stop disease, and be able to
monitor and keep us from having to
have an operation or be in the hospital.
Outpatient prescription drugs are a
critical part of the way health care is
provided today.

Medicare, which is a great American
success story, simply needs to be up-
dated in order to cover prescription
drugs. That is what this amendment
does. It says that as a value for our
families and a priority for Americans,
we choose to set aside dollars for a
comprehensive, affordable prescription
drug benefit for all seniors. We want to
do that through Medicare, through
strengthening, protecting, and pre-
serving Medicare. It also says when we
have to make choices, if we have to
choose—as we always have to do in our
own budget, in the Federal budget—be-
tween another tax cut for those earn-
ing millions of dollars a year, or put-
ting dollars in the pockets of our sen-
iors to help pay for their prescription
drugs, their medicine, we choose pre-
scription drug coverage for our seniors.
We also choose paying down the debt to
protect Social Security and Medicare
for the future.

This amendment does two very im-
portant things: It guarantees that we
will have enough resources to do a
comprehensive Medicare prescription
drug benefit. It also says the debt that
is being accumulated by this country is
absolutely unacceptable, and we need
to be putting money aside to pay down
that debt in order to make sure we can
keep interest rates low to spur the
economy so our families can buy homes
and cars and send their children to col-
lege and not experience double-digit in-
terest rates. We need to keep that debt
down. That also allows us to protect
Social Security and Medicare funds for
the future for the trust funds. That pri-
ority, and a prescription drug coverage
priority, is absolutely essential.

We also say something else that is
very important. We need to make sure
that traditional Medicare that has
been there is there regardless of where
you live. My great State is a huge
State geographically, 9 million people
plus. We need to make sure the seniors
in Detroit or Marquette or Ironwood or
Three Rivers or Benton Harbor or my
home in Lansing all have the same
ability and the same dependability in
terms of Medicare prescription drugs.
They will know the premiums are the
same, their cost, their ability to choose
their own doctor, their ability to
choose their own medicines, to go to
their own local pharmacy—that should
be available regardless of where you
live.

One of my great concerns is we have
seen, unfortunately, more and more
talk about reforming Medicare, which I
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believe is a code word for privatizing
Medicare. All we are seeing leads us to
believe that the administration wants
to privatize Medicare and require sen-
iors, if they are going to get real
health care coverage that includes pre-
scription drugs, to go into private in-
surance systems; to go into an HMO or
another kind of system.

The administration has indicated, if
they stay in traditional Medicare
where the overwhelming majority of
seniors are, they are willing to offer a
discount card that the GAO tells us
would be about $3.31 savings on a pre-
scription. That is not very much if you
are someone who is paying $100 or $150
or $200 for a simple 30-day prescription.

Then they have said: If you accumu-
late thousands of dollars—we don’t
know exactly what the number would
be, but have catastrophic needs—you
would be able to get some kind of help.
We don’t know at what point they
would designate that, but if you want
to get real help with prescription
drugs, if you want to be covered for
prescription drugs, then you would
have to go to the private sector to be
covered.

That is absolutely unacceptable. Sen-
iors of this country have already cho-
sen between Medicare and going into
the private sector. We have that now.
We have traditional Medicare and we
have something called
Medicare+Choice that is a private sec-
tor HMO approach. It is your choice as
a senior.

In fact, my mother chose to go into
an HMO herself in Michigan, and had a
good experience, but the Medicare
beneficiaries were dropped from that
HMO because they decided not to cover
them anymore. And that has happened
to over 41,000 people just in Michigan.

What we have seen is that when sen-
iors are being given a choice between
traditional Medicare and the HMO sys-
tem, they have already chosen: They
have chosen Medicare, traditional
Medicare. But for the small percent
who chose to go into the private sector,
they found it was not dependable. For
my own mother, who chose to do that,
she found she could not count on it. It
was not ultimately available to her.
And now, in Michigan, only 2 percent
of people who are on Medicare can even
qualify, can even find a private insurer
that will cover them, and they all are
in the eastern part of our State. So if
you live in Lansing or Flint or Saginaw
or Grand Rapids or on up in Traverse
City or on up in the upper peninsula,
you don’t even have that choice be-
cause there is nothing available.

So what we have said in this amend-
ment is that seniors need to know the
prescription drug benefit that every-
body is talking about should not just
be available if you choose a private in-
surance Dpolicy, private insurance
model through Medicare; you should
have the right to have a choice of tra-
ditional Medicare and have the very
same prescription drug coverage.

That is what this amendment says. If
we want to offer seniors choice, then
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we need to make sure we offer them a
real choice: the choice of Medicare as
they know it, Medicare as they have
been able to depend upon, as well as
the other private sector models that
have been proposed by the President
and our colleagues.

This amendment, I believe, is exactly
what the seniors of America are asking
us to do: simply update Medicare,
strengthen the system they count on,
and make sure they have affordable
prescription drug coverage. I strongly
support this amendment. I am proud to
be cosponsoring this amendment with
my colleagues. The dual goal of having
Medicare prescription drug coverage
and a major payment on the debt is
very important.

When we look at who the bene-
ficiaries of Medicare are—our seniors—
the majority of them are women. So I
speak as one of the women of the Sen-
ate to say that the women of this coun-
try are counting on Medicare as well as
Social Security. This is very real for
the older women of our country. They
are counting on us to fulfill the real
promise of Medicare.

Mr. President, our seniors, as well as
everyone who is involved with prescrip-
tion drugs, are counting on us to do
one other thing. I wish to speak to that
for a moment. It relates to another
amendment I will be offering later on
in this debate that needs to be coupled
with this amendment, and that is the
question of lowering the price of pre-
scription drugs.

We need to update Medicare to cover
prescriptions. But at the same time, we
need to lower the price through more
competition, so that we can afford that
coverage and be able to make it avail-
able to as many people as possible.

Along with my colleagues, Senator
DORGAN and Senator SCHUMER, I am
going to be offering an amendment the
purpose of which is to reduce prescrip-
tion drug prices for everyone, with the
passage of legislation similar to S. 812,
which passed overwhelmingly by the
Senate last summer, a bill that con-
tained provisions relating to generic
drug reform, reimportation of prescrip-
tion drugs from Canada—in other
words, opening the border to Canada
for our citizens—and State authority
with respect to Medicaid drug rebate
agreements. What that means is sup-
porting our States that are being cre-
ative in finding ways to use their au-
thority to lower the prices of prescrip-
tion drugs for their citizens.

This amendment would take the ap-
proximately $7.4 billion minimal of
savings through the generic drug re-
form we passed last summer coupled
with any savings—and as yet they have
not been able to calculate the savings—
that we know would be there from
opening the border to Canada, and
dropping prices in half. But we would
take those dollars and put it into a
fund that is already in the budget reso-
lution—a $50 billion fund for the unin-
sured—and we would add those budget
savings to that fund for programs that
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help individuals and small businesses
obtain health insurance.

We know the majority of those with-
out insurance—in fact, we are told that
75 percent of the people who do not
have health insurance are working, and
they are working for small businesses.
So this issue of lowering prices is very
important for all businesses, but I
would say particularly small busi-
nesses, that have seen their pre-
miums—at least in Michigan, we know,
according to Michigan Blue Cross and
Blue Shield, that premiums for small
businesses have doubled, at least, in
the last 5 years. And we know, when we
look behind those prices, as well as the
prices for the Big Three automakers,
and for other major employers, that
the major reason the price of health
care is going up is because of the explo-
sion in the price of prescription drugs.
The average retail prescription drug in-
crease for brand names is three times
the rate of inflation—three times the
rate of inflation. So we have seen an
explosion.

By the way, this relates back to
Medicare coverage because a majority
of those who are uninsured who are
paying those prices are our senior citi-
zens. In fact, the people who pay the
highest prices in the world today are
Americans, predominantly our seniors,
who do not have insurance and walk
into the local pharmacy and need to
buy their medicine. So there is an im-
portant partnership here of both Medi-
care prescription drug coverage and
lowering prices for everyone.

Last year, on a bipartisan vote, I was
very proud of this body, my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle, who joined
together to, first of all, tighten up the
rules and eliminate loopholes in rela-
tion to unadvertised brands, what we
call generic drugs, that are supposed to
be available when a patent runs out on
a brand name. The formulas are sup-
posed to be available so they can be
manufactured at a much cheaper price,
oftentimes 50 percent, sometimes as
much as 70 percent less. We know by
having more use of unadvertised
brands, and they being more available
on the market, we can drop insurance
rates, we can drop prescription drug
prices for our seniors and for everyone.

We also know if we simply open the
border to Canada—I find this whole
issue so amazing because we trade with
Canada on everything except prescrip-
tion drugs. In fact, in my great State
of Michigan, right now we are seeing
truckloads of trash coming in from
Canada that we are told we cannot stop
from going into Michigan landfills be-
cause we have open trade laws. So we
can’t stop the trash, but we can’t bring
in prescription drugs that would help
our seniors and help our families be
able to lower their costs, by bringing in
American-made, American-subsidized
prescriptions, that are sold in Canada
at reduced prices.

That was the second part of what we
did last summer, to pass a bill that
opened the border. And we know that
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by doing that, licensed pharmacists
could develop business relationships.
Whether it is a pharmacist at the hos-
pital, a pharmacist at the local phar-
macy, a Dpharmacist working with
health clinics or at a university, they
could bring these back and make pre-
scription drugs available. We ought to
be doing that. It is very perplexing and
frustrating that that is not happening.

In fact, to add insult to injury, the
FDA has just informed us in the last
week based on pressure from the phar-
maceutical industry that not only are
they not going to open the border, but
they are going to begin enforcing the
law against those who help our seniors.
Whether it is an insurance company
paying for reimbursement, whether it
is others helping our seniors to go
across the border to get their prescrip-
tions at a lower price, working through
a Canadian doctor and pharmacy, the
FDA now says they will clamp down on
that rather than working with us to
open the borders in a safe way. This is
the second part of how we lower prices.

The third way we lower prices is by
supporting States that have been work-
ing to use their group purchasing
power to negotiate with the pharma-
ceutical companies that do business
with them on Medicaid, to negotiate
with them to provide rebates and dis-
counts for the uninsured in their State.
A number of States have done that,
and they have all been challenged, un-
fortunately, by the pharmaceutical in-
dustry. We want to make it clear that
States have the ability on behalf of
their citizens to advocate and to nego-
tiate lower prices. That is the second
amendment we will be offering.

Again, we will be offering an amend-
ment that says we will reduce prescrip-
tion drug prices. We will save dollars
for the Federal Government, and then
those dollars will be redirected into a
fund and put aside to support small
businesses to provide health care cov-
erage for their employees.

The budget resolution is about prior-
ities. We all know that. It is about val-
ues. It is about who we are as Ameri-
cans. When I talk with people in Michi-
gan, there is not a higher priority now
than health care: Families struggling
with the cost of medicine; seniors not
having access to prescription drug cov-
erage; businesses trying to figure out
how to pay the bill; employees being
told their pay will be frozen so their
employer can pay the health care
costs; those who are losing their jobs
finding themselves in a situation where
they are losing their health care. We
even know that our reservists and
members of the National Guard cur-
rently serving us in the gulf may find
themselves not having health insur-
ance for themselves and their families.

This is an issue that touches each
and every one of us. Every year we talk
about it. Every session we talk about
it. It is complicated. It involves setting
priorities on funding. Too much of the
time, we set it aside to go on to some-
thing else. I hope we will not do that
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this time, that we will make it clear,
through this budget, that Medicare
prescription drug coverage, that health
care for small businesses and their em-
ployees, that lowering the prices of
prescription drugs will be a top Amer-
ican priority. We can say, we will wait
until next year, we will wait until the
next budget resolution, but we can’t
say, we will wait until next year to get
sick, to get cancer, or that a family
will wait until next year until grandma
or grandpa need a nursing home or
their children get sick.

Health care for American families is
an urgent matter. It is an urgent mat-
ter for everyone. It needs to be an ur-
gent matter for all of us here in the
Senate.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment on Medicare prescription
drug coverage, and I urge my col-
leagues as well to join with us in the
amendment to reduce the price of pre-
scription drugs and support our small
businesses that are struggling to pro-
vide health care for their employees.

I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, acting
as the leader, I yield myself 7 minutes,
with the understanding that following
me, the Senator from Iowa will be rec-
ognized.

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

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I have
listened to the debate and wanted to
make a few observations. I understand
the Senator from Iowa is prepared to
perhaps be a little more erudite than I.
But I have heard personal references,
and I must come share a few personal
references, not specifically on this
amendment but on the subject of Medi-
care.

The statement has been made that
Medicare is a great success story.
Medicare is a disaster. Everybody who
deals with it understands that except
the Congress. We have to understand
that Medicare, in order to work prop-
erly, is going to have to be overhauled
from top to bottom as quickly as pos-
sible. Taking the assumption that the
present Medicare system is working
well and all we need to do is add a lit-
tle here and add a little there will fur-
ther compound the disaster.

Let me give two examples that I hope
will help illustrate this. The first is a
town meeting where a woman came to
me and said: Can you do something to
fix Medicare?

I said: Well, tell me what the problem
is.

She said: I am a professional woman.
I am a college graduate. I think I am
fairly intelligent. I handle my mother’s
affairs. My mother is in her eighties.
She is on Medicare. I have finally fig-
ured out how to deal with Medicare. I
throw away everything unopened, and
at the end of the month I call the Salt
Lake clinic and say: How much do I
owe you for my mother? Trying to
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wade through the paperwork is so
daunting, I can’t even begin to under-
stand anything they send to me. The
assumption that my 85-year-old mother
would be able to handle any of it is ab-
surd. I tried. I struggled. I got the
manuals. Finally, I discovered the way
to deal with Medicare is to throw away
everything unopened and once a month
call the Salt Lake clinic and say: How
much do I owe you for my mother?

This is a family and a circumstance
where money is not a problem. Simply
coping with the paperwork is over-
whelming.

Second example: I have a daughter of
whom I am enormously proud. She
graduated with her master’s degree
from George Washington University
after her bachelor’s at Boston Univer-
sity. She got a job in a nursing home.
She is a speech therapist. She is also a
very enthusiastic young lady. She
called me after about 4 days on the job.

Dad, she said—exploding over the
telephone—you are a Senator. You
have to fix Medicare.

I said: Now calm down. Tell me what
your problem is.

She said: Medicare is a disaster.
Medicare is terrible. Let me tell you
my experiences.

And she began describing some of the
problems she had in giving proper care
to the people in this nursing home and
always being told, no, you can’t do that
until you check to see whether or not
Medicare will cover it.

She said: I thought that would be a
fairly simple thing to find out. So I go
down the hall and say: Will Medicare
cover this procedure? It takes days to
get an answer to that question.

Then she said: Dad, do you know who
the highest paid person in this facility
is—with a salary higher than the ad-
ministrator, higher salary than the
doctors, higher salary than the nurses,
higher salary than any of the health
professionals? It is the woman who un-
derstands Medicare. She gets paid more
than anybody here because that skill is
in greater demand and shorter supply
than professional medical skills.

She called me back sometime later
and said:

I have had patients die while we waited to
get an answer as to whether or not Medicare
would cover it. Their family said, ‘“Don’t
touch my grandmother; don’t do anything
until we find out whether Medicare would
cover it.”

It was so arcane and difficult to work
through all of the paperwork and come
up with the answer—well, maybe they
would have died anyway; they were old
and in a nursing home. People die in
nursing homes. But this was a very
traumatic experience for my daughter,
who was convinced that the kind of
therapy she was trained to provide, she
was prepared to provide, which could
have extended the life of that par-
ticular patient.

So as we get carried away with the
rhetoric around here about what we
have to protect and not protect about
Medicare, let us begin to understand
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the truth about Medicare. Medicare is
the best Blue Cross/Blue Shield fee-for-
service indemnity plan of the 1960s—
frozen in time. We don’t practice medi-
cine the way medicine was practiced in
the 1960s when Medicare was created.
We don’t even come close anymore.

Yes, we need a prescription drug ben-
efit because prescription drugs do
things now that they had nothing to do
with in the 1960s. But instead of past-
ing it on to the existing circumstance
and creating a new set of forms and eli-
gibilities and more demand for that
highest paid person in the nursing
home, let us as a Congress face the fact
that we need to start from a clean
sheet of paper, all over again, with all
of the money we are putting into it—
which is sizable—and say let’s create a
whole new system. This budget doesn’t
do that, but this amendment that is
being offered will make things worse in
that regard.

I only hope that somewhere along the
line we can begin to face the fact that
Medicare is 40 years old, whereas the
practice of medicine is changing so
constantly that we could say it is only
40 months old. Let’s start with a clean
sheet of paper. Let’s not try this Band-
Aid approach. Let’s not just put this
here, and put that there, and tell our
constituents we are giving them some-
thing when, in fact, we are perpet-
uating an existing problem and ulti-
mately making it worse.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I might con-
sume. For the benefit of the people who
are waiting to speak, I don’t think I
will take long on this subject.

I rise because I want to urge my col-
leagues to vote against the Dorgan
amendment when the vote comes up to-
morrow. I don’t see anything wrong
with the issue of Medicare being dis-
cussed because it is one of two or three
of the most important issues this Con-
gress will deal with. So it is very ap-
propriate to have Medicare very much
at the top of the agenda. It is very ap-
propriate to have prescription drugs for
seniors, as a part of strengthening and
improving Medicare, be very high on
the agenda. And it is very high on the
agenda.

It is just a question, as it relates to
the Dorgan amendment, of whether or
not crafting a Medicare prescription
drug program ought to be an issue on
the budget, or whether you ought to let
the will of Congress work and do that
through the Senate Finance Com-
mittee.

We know Medicare is going to be a
very important issue this year, not
only because it has been very much an
issue in the last election, but because
the Senate majority leader has a long-
time interest in Medicare and prescrip-
tion drugs. He told me, as Chairman of
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the Senate Finance Committee, that he
would like to have the Senate Finance
Committee put it very high on its
agenda and have legislation prepared
early for this summer’s debate.

The Senate Finance Committee is
going to meet that deadline. I hope
Senator FRIST will be able to keep his
own calendar and bring it up at that
particular time. What we are talking
about on this issue is whether or not
the $400 billion for prescription drugs
in the budget resolution is enough and
whether or not an extension beyond
that $400 billion is needed at this par-
ticular time.

I am here to say it is not needed at
this particular time for two reasons.
One, I think I can show that $400 bil-
lion is an ample amount of money to
present to the Senate a good prescrip-
tion drug program; and two, taking
money away from tax relief for work-
ing men and women, which this amend-
ment does, to spend on Medicare is the
wrong thing to do for the long-term
benefit of Medicare. Because as the
trustees of the Medicare and Social Se-
curity Program pointed out in their
annual report, you see Medicare in a
little worse situation this year than
last year because there is less payroll
tax coming in because the economy is
not doing quite as well as it should be.
If we want to preserve the long-term
viability of the Medicare trust fund,
obviously, the best thing we can do is
create jobs. That is what the growth
package, the jobs package, that we are
going to be working on this spring—tax
reduction for working men and
women—is all about—the creation of
jobs, to have the economy grow, so
more payroll taxes will be coming into
the Medicare fund.

Let me explain to my colleagues why
we should vote this amendment down. I
start with the premise that it is long
past time for Congress to strengthen
and improve the Medicare Program,
and the No. 1 way in which we can im-
prove and strengthen Medicare is the
enactment of a prescription drug ben-
efit for our Nation’s seniors.

We all know that adding prescription
drug coverage to the Medicare Program
is an expensive endeavor. Given the
rapidly rising costs of Medicare and the
present challenge we have just to meet
our current obligations in the program,
adding prescription drug coverage must
be done carefully and responsibly. You
don’t do it by just pulling a figure out
of the air, reducing the tax relief pack-
age, and putting it over here in the
Medicare trust fund.

As T have said, the Medicare trustees
reported last year that the program al-
ready faces substantial challenges in
the not-too-distant future. The Medi-
care trust fund will begin to run cash
deficits in 2013 that grow larger and
larger until the fund is bankrupt in the
year 2026.

While we are working on adding a
drug benefit to Medicare, prescription
drug spending has grown an average of
almost 15 percent annually from 1995 to
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the year 2000. And the Congressional
Budget Office predicts that Medicare
beneficiaries will spend about $1.8 tril-
lion on prescription drugs over the 10-
year budget window.

Now, is the $400 billion in the budget
resolution before us enough to spend on
improving Medicare and adding a pre-
scription drug benefit? Well, first of
all, we have to recognize that Congress
has come a long way in how much it
has allocated to a Medicare drug ben-
efit. For example, in fiscal year 2001,
the budget resolution had $40 billion
over 5 years for a drug benefit. This
budget, as I have said, proposes $400
billion over 10 years and is yet $100 bil-
lion more than we had in the last budg-
et resolution, which was for fiscal year
2002, and had $300 billion for prescrip-
tion drugs over the 10 years.

I say to people on the other side of
the aisle that we had a lot of support in
arguing for a $300 billion budget figure
for prescription drugs in that fiscal
year 2002 budget. Many of my friends
on the other side of the aisle spoke in
favor of that proposal on the Senate
floor. These Senators believed then
that $300 billion would provide a good
drug benefit for seniors and be afford-
able for taxpayers. Now we are pro-
posing $400 billion for Medicare and for
a drug benefit. This amount is cer-
tainly adequate for developing a good
Medicare drug benefit for our Nation’s
seniors.

I urge my colleagues to support the
$400 billion in funding for Medicare and
vote against amendments such as the
Dorgan amendment to dramatically in-
crease the cost of that drug benefit.

I ask those very same Senators on
the other side of the aisle who may
want to support their colleague that if
they thought 2 years ago $300 billion
was a good figure and they helped us
get that passed, then they would think
that $400 billion is adequate as we start
down this road, a road that is going to
lead us to the successful passage of a
drug benefit program for seniors.

As for a comparable prescription
drug benefit, one of the directions that
the Dorgan amendment would give the
Committee on Finance—a requirement
that traditional Medicare and whatever
enhancement of Medicare we develop
for seniors which would give them the
right to choose between more than one
benefit plan would have comparable
prescription drug benefits—I want my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
to know I will work with other mem-
bers of the Finance Committee to
make sure Medicare beneficiaries in
traditional Medicare have a good pre-
scription drug benefit, as well as those
who may choose to go to a new, en-
hanced plan.

This amendment wants to tie the
hands of the members of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. The budget bill is
not the place to craft a Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit. That is the ju-
risdiction of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. The committee will have its
opportunity to function under my
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chairmanship, at the direction of Sen-
ator FRIST, our majority leader, who
said he did not want to make the mis-
take of last year when then-majority
leader Senator DASCHLE brought the
issue right to the floor, bypassing the
committee.

We can in this body develop biparti-
sanship not on the floor of the Senate
but in the committees of the Senate.
That is no more true than in the Sen-
ate Finance Committee which has such
a reputation for bipartisanship.

I urge my colleagues to defeat this
amendment and let the Finance Com-
mittee do its work.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? Who yields to the Sen-
ator?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, how
much how much time is the Senator
seeking?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. There will be, 1
say to the Senator from North Dakota,
three Senators speaking on behalf of
the amendment. Forty-five minutes
would be an outside number.

Mr. CONRAD. How much time would
the Senator from West Virginia like?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Eight, nine
minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask,
through the Chair, the Senator from
Maine, it is my understanding she has
permission from the manager of the
bill to have the pending amendment set
aside to offer this amendment.

Ms. COLLINS. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. REID. I should think that is
what should be done now. Does the
Democratic manager agree with that?

Mr. CONRAD. That will be the appro-
priate action to take at this point, if
the Senator from Maine will make that
request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, the
Senator from West Virginia, on behalf
of the Senator from Maine, the Senator
from Oregon, the Senator from Ne-
braska, and several cosponsors, is send-
ing an amendment to the desk to ask
for its consideration. I ask that the
pending amendment be set aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 275

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 275 which is al-
ready at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
ROCKEFELLER], for himself, Ms. COLLINS, Mr.
NELSON of Nebraska, Mr. SMITH, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. EDWARDS, Mrs. CLINTON, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. CORZINE, Ms.
MIKULSKI, Mr. KOHL, Mr. KERRY, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr.
DEWINE, and Mr. COLEMAN, proposes an
amendment numbered 275.
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Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Sen-
ate concerning State fiscal relief)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING
STATE FISCAL RELIEF.

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

(1) States are experiencing the most se-
vere fiscal crisis since World War II.

(2) States are instituting severe cuts to a
variety of vital programs such as health
care, child care, education, and other essen-
tial services.

(3) According to the Kaiser Commission
on Medicaid and the Uninsured, 49 States al-
ready have taken actions or plan to cut med-
icaid before or during the current fiscal year
2003. Medicaid budget proposals in many
States would eliminate or curtail health
benefits for eligible families and substan-
tially reduce or freeze provider reimburse-
ment rates.

(4) In 2002, at least 13 States reported de-
creased State investments in their child care
assistance programs.

(5) According to a forthcoming analysis
of 22 States, at least 1,700,000 people are now
at risk of losing their health care coverage
under cuts that have already been imple-
mented or proposed.

(6) Fiscal relief would help avoid adding
even more Americans to the ranks of the un-
insured while preserving the safety net when
it is most needed during an economic down-
turn.

(7) Curtailing the States’ need to cut
spending and increase taxes is essential for
true economic growth.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense
of the Senate that the functional totals in
this resolution assume that any legislation
enacted to provide economic growth for the
United States should include not less than
$30,000,000,000 for State fiscal relief over the
next 18 months (of which at least half should
be provided through a temporary increase in
the Federal medical assistance percentage
(FMAP)).

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing Senators be added as cospon-
sors. Cosponsors already are myself,
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska,
Mr. SMITH, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. EDWARDS,
and Mrs. CLINTON. I ask unanimous
consent to add Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. CORZINE, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. KoHL, Mr. KERRY, Mr. SARBANES,
Mrs. MURRAY, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr.
DEWINE, and the distinguished Pre-
siding Officer, Mr. COLEMAN, as cospon-
sors.

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

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
will not talk long, although this is an
extraordinarily important subject par-
ticularly affecting the stimulus pack-
age and affecting a lot of people in all
of our States.

The sense-of-the-Senate amendment
which we put before the Senate now—
and it is that, a sense of the Senate—
we did the same thing this past July in
the form of an amendment, and it re-
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ceived some 75 votes. It was very bipar-
tisan. But this is a sense of the Senate.
It is not an amendment per se.

What we are wanting to do is to add
no less than $30 billion over the next 12
months for the State stimulus relief
package that should be included in any
stimulus package. In fact, I would
argue it makes no sense to do this
without including the amendment
which will then find its way to the Fi-
nance Committee where we will work
with it.

It is interesting, in fact, that there
are many who say the primary problem
for our economy at this particular
point is not the impending war with
Iraq, but is, in fact, the plight of our
State governments and our Federal
Government—the deficits and debt, in
the case of the Federal Government,
and the deficits, in the case of the
States. We have to address the State
budget shortfalls in order for any
growth package to be at all meaning-
ful. It is not as colorful and does not
have as much pizzazz, but it affects in-
credible numbers of people.

States obviously have to balance
their budgets. Senator NELSON from
Nebraska will be speaking shortly. He
was a Governor, as was I. Nearly every
State, if not every State, faces deficits.
They are likely to grow in the upcom-
ing year. The deficits are now $70 bil-
lion to $85 billion projected for 2004.
This is on top of the $50 billion in defi-
cits that the States already have for
2003.

This constitutes a real crisis for
them. They cannot print money, and
they cannot do what we can do in the
Senate: simply go into deficit and go
on. They have to take action to close
the deficit. Herein is the problem that
affects the stimulus package, States,
and people.

They have to cut programs or they
have to increase revenues—neither im-
portant—but one of the difficulties and
responsibilities of being a Governor is
that you have to make those deci-
sions—either raise revenues, cut pro-
grams, or you do both, which is why
Governors often are not terribly pop-
ular at the end of 8 years.

It is about $1 out of every $8 of ex-
penditures in the budget that these
deficits represent. So it is a very large
amount of money. Some 38 States,
three out of four States, either cut
spending in 2002, are projecting to cut
spending in 2003, or do both. That is,
raise revenues and cut spending.

One cannot talk about stimulating
the States’ economies without talking
about Medicaid. Medicaid and Medi-
care—Medicare which we have just
been discussing—between those two
programs, which are both located in
the same Government agency, it is a
substantially greater amount of money
than resides in the Department of De-
fense. People have to understand this,
it is an enormous amount of money in
Medicaid and Medicare.

Families USA, which is well re-
spected, recently did a study on the
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economic impact of Medicaid. I am not
talking yet about people. This is the
economic impact of Medicaid. One of
their key findings was that in the year
2001, which was the last year their re-
search could cover, States spent almost
$98 billion on Medicaid. But that was
not the whole point. The point was
that the Medicaid amount that they
spent generated a threefold increase in
the economic impact on the 50 States
to the tune of $279 billion.

I submit that is called fiscal stimulus
of a large magnitude, because it gets
into goods and services, increased busi-
ness activities, and I do not think I
have to go on. I am very happy to say
that West Virginia was among the 10
States with the highest rate of return
for every dollar spent on Medicaid. So
for the State that this Senator rep-
resents, it was very meaningful.

This amendment specifies that no
less than one-half of the amount; that
is, $30 billion, allotted for State fiscal
relief must be devoted to a temporary
increase in the Federal medical assist-
ance percentage, or FMAP. That is
what we voted on in July of last year.
That is what passed 75 to 24—tremen-
dously bipartisan.

This is a similar structure to the leg-
islation that Senator COLLINS, Senator
NELSON of Nebraska, and I introduced
recently involving $20 billion. It was a
temporary increase in the Federal
Medicaid matching rate, as well as in-
creasing funding for the Social Secu-
rity block grant.

As I indicated, the legislation is very
bipartisan. It puts money into Med-
icaid, but it also puts money into the
Social Security block grant, which,
quite frankly, is very good because in
the Finance Committee we have been
discussing welfare reform. We all know
there is a shortage of childcare. Gov-
ernors have the discretion to take that
money and spend it on local projects or
on childcare or however they might
wish. Obviously, there are restrictions.

This is strongly supported by pro-
viders and by—well, I will not go into
that, but it is strongly supported. It
did get 75 votes, and the National Gov-
ernors Association wants this more
than anything else the Congress can
provide, with the exception of home-
land security. This will then go on to
the Finance Committee.

The stimulus that Medicaid provides
to the States—aside from the stimulus,
there are now 1,700,000 people who will
lose their Medicaid if we do nothing
about this problem, if we do not in-
crease FMAP, the Medicaid match
matter. There is nothing they can do
about it. They will simply have to cut
more people. I say to my colleagues,
they should know that States have al-
ready cut a million people off of Med-
icaid.

Up until this point, if we do nothing
they will then cut an additional 1.7
million people off Medicaid. When one
does that, one understands that there
are about 47 million people on Medicaid
in this country and they are peobple
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who are vulnerable. It is the second
largest item in most States’ budgets. It
is always, therefore, a target for cuts.
It cannot be otherwise, and Governors
have to do that.

What I need to say more than any-
thing, and more poignantly hopefully,
is that Medicaid is an extraordinary
safety net which was set up years ago
for our most vulnerable Americans,
which includes not only our low-in-
come children and working families
but also our disabled and our elderly.

This strikes me as an extraordinarily
reasonable amendment. Some may
argue that the Federal Government is
already spending too much on Medicaid
and the States need to do a better job,
and I would come back vociferously
and say that the States are doing a su-
perb job. In fact, they have done as
well or better than the private sector
on this matter indeed, as Medicare
only spends 2 to 3 percent for overhead
costs in the administration of the pro-
gram, in spite of all the fraud and
abuse charges that are thrown at it.

Costs are rising in Medicaid because
of prescription drugs and long-term
care costs. Those are the two fastest
growing items in health care. They
both reside in Medicaid at this point.
Medicaid has prescription drugs. Medi-
care does not. And so people seek it
out.

In conclusion, this is a sense-of-the-
Senate amendment. No less than $30
billion of State fiscal relief should be
included in anything which we call a
fiscal stimulus or an economic growth
package. This is the most important
action we could take, and I urge my
colleagues to support the amendment.

I yield whatever time she may con-
sume to the distinguished Senator
from Maine, Ms. COLLINS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from West Virginia for
his comments. It has been such a pleas-
ure to work with him. He is an elo-
quent and compassionate advocate for
health care for low-income families. I
am delighted to be his partner in this
regard.

I also acknowledge the hard work of
Mr. NELSON, the Senator from Ne-
braska, and Senator GORDON SMITH of
Oregon. The four of us have worked
very hard on this initiative for over a
year. We are also delighted to have the
Presiding Officer’s critical support in
this initiative.

States from Maine to Nebraska, from
West Virginia to Oregon, are facing the
most serious budget shortfalls in 50
years. The bipartisan amendment that
we are offering tonight takes the first
step toward providing States with a
measure of much needed fiscal relief.

Regardless of the size of the tax cut,
we believe it is imperative that the
economic growth package include a
significant amount for State fiscal re-
lief. Therefore, our amendment ex-
presses the sense of the Senate that at
least $30 billion of the economic growth
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package be targeted to State fiscal re-
lief over the next 18 months to help our
States cope with an aggregate budget
shortfall that is nearly four times that
size.

This bipartisan amendment has been
drafted in a way that is both budget
and deficit neutral, and I stress that
for the information of my colleagues.
It neither increases nor decreases the
amount provided for reconciliation in
the budget resolution. Therefore, our
amendment does not add to the deficit.
It does not change the spending caps
that are included in this resolution.

The attacks of September 11 on our
Nation, coupled with the subsequent
recession and resulting unemployment,
have placed tremendous and unantici-
pated strains on Government services
and resources. At the same time, the
States, which are after all our partners
in providing health care, education,
and other essential services, are facing
a dramatic and unexpected decline in
Government revenues at precisely the
time when the demand for Government
services is the greatest because of the
lagging economy.

State budgets are under siege. The
combination of increasing demands for
services and resources, coupled with
the dramatic drop in revenues, is caus-
ing a fiscal crisis for States from coast
to coast.

The State of Maine, for example,
faces a budget shortfall over the next 2
years of approximately $1.2 billion. Let
me put that in perspective. The entire
budget for Maine is only $5.3 billion,
which means it faces a shortfall of
more than 20 percent. To put the plight
of Maine into perspective, I point out if
the Federal Government were facing a
20-percent shortfall, it would have to
close a $440 billion budget gap, and it
would have to do so under its Constitu-
tion without borrowing a single dime.
That is the dilemma facing our States.

The States have to balance their
budgets. They cannot print more
money. They cannot borrow more
money. They have to balance their
budgets. States have been using rainy
day funds, delaying capital projects,
cutting spending, increasing taxes.
They are doing whatever they can to
balance their budgets.

According to a February report by
the National Conference on State Leg-
islatures, States have been forced to
cut a number of critical programs,
ranging from education to corrections.
Mr. President, 29 States have imposed
across-the-board budget cuts, and at
least 24 States are considering tax in-
creases to help close those budget gaps.

Moreover, at a time when the number
of people without health insurance is
climbing, 49 States have either already
taken action to cut their Medicaid Pro-
gram, or are planning to do so. Med-
icaid provides medical care for 44 mil-
lion low-income people nationwide, in-
cluding 218,000 individuals in my home
State. States are cutting benefits, in-
creasing copays, restricting eligibility,
or removing poor families from the
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rolls because of soaring costs and
plunging revenues. As a consequence,
the National Governors Association es-
timates as many as 2 million low-in-
come individuals across this country
will lose their health care coverage as
a result of the loss of Medicaid cov-
erage.

Let me be clear, I am not saying Con-
gress should bail out the States. I am
not saying States should not have to
make hard choices. I am not saying
States should not cut their budgets,
that they should not balance their
budgets. The States do need to tighten
their belts during these austere fiscal
times, but the nature and the severity
of the fiscal crisis facing our States has
convinced me we simply must help.
The consequences are too dire, other-
wise, and too many very low-income
individuals will suffer if we do not step
in and help.

That is why I joined in this effort to
provide for a temporary increase in the
February Medicaid matching rate as
well as some flexible funds that go to
every State. Specifically, our amend-
ment, which has strong bipartisan sup-
port, provides $30 billion to the States,
at least half of which would have to be
provided through a temporary increase
in the Medicaid matching rate.

Our amendment is strongly sup-
ported by a host of health care patient
and consumer advocacy groups, includ-
ing the American Hospital Association,
the American Health Care Association,
the Visiting Nurses Associations of
America, the American Dental Associa-
tion, Families USA, the Child Welfare
League of America, the Alzheimer’s As-
sociation, the National Alliance for the
Mentally 111, the Children’s Defense
Fund, the Consortium for Citizens with
Disabilities, and many other critically
important organizations.

The support our proposal has re-
ceived underscores how important it is
we act now to provide assistance to the
States at a time when many are look-
ing toward further cuts in their health
care programs to help balance their
budgets.

We have focused particularly on Med-
icaid because of our concern about the
impact on low-income families in
America. But there is another reason it
makes sense to target this assistance
to the Medicaid Program; that is, Med-
icaid is the fastest growing component
of State budgets.

While State revenues are stagnant or
declining in most States, Medicaid
costs are increasing at a rate of more
than 13 percent a year. My home State
of Maine is one of many States that
has been forced to consider cuts in its
Medicaid Program to compensate for
its budget shortfalls.

Legislation enacted as a consequence
of our amendment, I stress again, will
not free States from making very pain-
ful and difficult choices in crafting
their budgets for the year. But it will
help prevent the most harmful cuts,
those that would affect the families
who can least afford them, those who
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are already under strain as we see the
number of uninsured continue to climb
to 41 million Americans without insur-
ance.

To Maine, our amendment could
mean as much as $190 million over the
next 18 months for health care and so-
cial services that would help our most
needy citizens. In other words, this is
about helping those who are most vul-
nerable in our society. In addition, our
proposal makes sound economic sense.
Putting money into the hands of the
States is a good way to stimulate eco-
nomic growth.

After all, if we cut taxes in Wash-
ington only to have taxes increased in
State capitals across this country, we
will wipe out the good that we do by
cutting taxes. We know if we get
money into the hands of the States,
they will put it directly into the econ-
omy, and that is just the kind of stim-
ulus our economy needs.

Congress is most effective when it
stands arm in arm, not toe to toe, with
our partners, the States. Our States
face a crisis of vast and still-expanding
dimensions. We need to help. This
amendment is a critical step forward in
doing just that. I hope we will have an-
other very strong bipartisan vote for
our proposal so that we can ensure any
fiscal relief is included in any eco-
nomic growth package that we con-
sider later this year.

I am happy to yield to my colleague
from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I ask the Sen-
ator from Maine, in the summary be-
fore the vote tomorrow, opponents will
no doubt ask what is our source of
funding. That is a fair question to ask,
and it has a very easy answer, in this
case in a sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment.

Would the Senator from Maine be
willing to clear up for our colleagues
how we will pay for this?

Ms. COLLINS. The Senator from
West Virginia raises an excellent ques-
tion. Again, I stress that what our di-
rection to the Finance Committee
would say, when you report an eco-
nomic growth package, fiscal relief up
to at least $30 billion should be part of
that package.

So our sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment does not increase the deficit. It
does not increase the overall spending
in this resolution. It does not increase
the budget caps that are in this resolu-
tion. All it says is, when an economic
growth package is reported by the Fi-
nance Committee, it should include the
$30 billion in State fiscal relief.

So this proposal is budget neutral
and it is deficit neutral. It does not
have the impact that might cause some
people otherwise to oppose it.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the
Senator and ask if she would further
yield?

Ms. COLLINS. I am happy to yield to
my friend.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. It would be nat-
ural, in the nature of this body, for
people to come and say—the Senator
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referred to this in her remarks—you
are talking about making available $30
billion to the States; we have enough
problems of our own at the Federal
Government level. I pointed out in my
remarks the recession we are in right
now is more a matter, not of war that
we are in, but the State situation and
the Federal Government situation.

So people would say just let the
States go ahead and pay for this. If
they have to make cuts, they have to
make cuts. It is their fault they are in
this kind of situation.

I was wondering how the Senator
would reply to that.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I would
respond to that concern in two ways.
First of all, the dramatic decline in
revenues is not the fault of State gov-
ernments. It is a product of the lagging
economy we are in, and the lingering
effects of the attacks on our Nation of
September 11. The States have been
prudent, have taken appropriate steps,
but when you have 49 States, every sin-
gle State but Wyoming, struggling to
close budget gaps, it is clear it is not
the result of profligate spending by one
or two particular States but, rather,
reflects our declining economy or our
lagging economy.

What we have here is a confluence of
the impact of September 11 and a reces-
sion with declining revenues that have
caused these budget gaps in 49 States.

A second point is, despite our best ef-
forts, the States are still going to have
to make some very painful and dif-
ficult choices. In the State of Maine,
we are facing a budget gap of over $1
billion. Under our proposal, Maine
would get a much welcomed $190 mil-
lion. There is still a long ways to go.

Our proposal will certainly help the
States avoid some of the most harmful
cuts, particularly in health care, which
is our greatest concern, but it cer-
tainly does not mean States are let off
the hook in any way.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If the Senator
will further yield, she leads directly to
the question I wanted to ask her. That
is, that there are many who have not
worked in the bowels of State govern-
ment, so to speak, who think Medicaid
is sort of a gift from the Federal Gov-
ernment to the States. They do not un-
derstand that there is a very complex
formula wherein all the States have to
contribute, the formula is based upon
their prosperity, and things of that
sort.

So the concept that this is somehow
the Federal Government turning over
money to the States and there is no
cost to them doesn’t make any sense,
does it?

Ms. COLLINS. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. Medicaid is a partner-
ship between the Federal Government
and our partners, the States, to provide
health care to low-income families, the
very poor individuals, to those who
need it most. Medicaid is the fastest
growing component in State budgets.
So States certainly are contributing to
this program. It has been a successful

March 19, 2003

partnership. We are suggesting a tem-
porary increase over the next 18
months. I hope we will grant that.

I have several letters which I am
going to have printed in the RECORD,
which talk about protecting the
States’ ability to provide and deliver
this health care, and points out, again,
that these are health care services to
the most vulnerable Americans we
serve.

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter from the National Association for
Home Care and Hospice be printed in
the RECORD.

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

HOMECARE & HOSPICE,
January 22, 2003.
Hon. BOB GRAHAM,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: On behalf of the
National Association for Home Care & Hos-
pice (NAHC), the nation’s largest association
representing home care and hospice pro-
viders, caregivers and the patients they
serve, I am writing to commend you on the
introduction of S. 138, the ‘‘State Budget Re-
lief Act of 2003.”

As you are well aware, the current eco-
nomic downturn has resulted in drastically
lower state tax revenues. Moreover, the
number of uninsured continues to grow as
more and more people are forced from the
labor market. This has resulted in states
being forced to cut their Medicaid budgets at
the exact time that there is a growing need
for services.

Your legislation, by temporarily increas-
ing the Federal Medical Assistance Percent-
age (FMAP) as a way to direct additional
federal funding to state Medicaid programs,
will protect states’ health care delivery sys-
tems and ensure the continuation of health
services for the most vulnerable of our popu-
lation. Without this assistance, many com-
munities will find themselves with providers
that are understaffed, have crumbling infra-
structures, lack current medical technology,
or have reduced or eliminated certain serv-
ices.

NAHC believes that home health and hos-
pice services remain one of the remedies to
the widespread concern over growing health
care costs. In recent years, state Medicaid
programs have increased their utilization of
home and community-based long-term care
services in lieu of institutional care through
the use of waivers. In fact, the Centers for
Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) re-
cently reported that Medicaid spending
growth levels for home care services more
than doubled between 2000 and 2001—from 8,6
percent to 17.3 percent. Some of this trend
reflects the growing desire to implement the
Supreme Court’s Olmstead decision to pro-
vide disabled individuals care in the least re-
strictive setting possible and the Adminis-
tration’s goals as set forth in its ‘“‘New Free-
dom Initiative.” This desirable trend is at
risk of falling victim to the widespread cuts
to the Medicaid program that states are
being forced to implement due to budget
shortfalls.

Once again, thank you for your leadership
on this issue. Let me know if there is any-
thing my staff or I can do to ensure the pas-
sage of this important legislation.

Office Building,

Sincerely,
VAL J. HALAMANDARIS,
President.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the

Senator from Maine.
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Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of this sense of the
Senate amendment to provide funding
for State fiscal relief.

States are suffering their worst fiscal
crisis in over half a century.

Forty one million Americans live,
work, and go to school without health
insurance, and that number grows
every single day.

I have been a strong supporter of
State fiscal relief since the economy
began to slow several years ago. Since
then, the situation has only gotten
worse. This is the third consecutive
year of nationwide budget problems for
the States.

According to the Kaiser Family
Foundation, 49 States and the District
of Columbia have taken Medicaid cost-
containment action this fiscal year; ad-
ditional cuts are expected next year as
States struggle to fill budget shortfalls
of billions of dollars.

States are reducing or freezing pro-
vider payments, establishing or
strengthening prescription drug cost
controls, reducing benefits, increasing
co-payments for Medicaid bene-
ficiaries, and most significantly,
States are increasing restrictions on
eligibility for Medicaid.

What does this mean? Let me be
clear: it means that the number of un-
insured Americans will continue to
STOW.

According to the CDC, Medicaid and
SCHIP provided coverage for 2 million
children and 1 million adults who lost
their health coverage last year. In ad-
dition to those who did qualify for
these programs, many more did not;
they joined the ranks of the uninsured.
In 2001, 1.4 million people became unin-
sured, and this number is likely to be
even higher for 2002 and 2003.

While we need to strengthen our
economy in the long run, it is impera-
tive that we address the immediate
economic problems, particularly the
state fiscal crisis. State fiscal relief is
one of the most effective policies the
Congress could and should enact as
part of the economic stimulus/growth
package.

There is no question that States will
spend any additional Federal funds
they receive quickly, putting money
directly into the economy rather than
curtailing economic activity. As many
economists have noted, we need to in-
crease demand in the economy—but
State budget actions to balance their
budgets right now are reducing demand
significantly.

This is precisely the wrong medicine
at the wrong time for our economy.

Last year, 75 Senators voted to pro-
vide State fiscal relief by boosting
FMAP payments to States, but in the
end, the legislation was not signed into
law and State fiscal relief—needed now
more than last year—has still not been
delivered.

The magnitude of the State fiscal
crisis is growing steadily worse. Oregon
alone is facing a budget deficit of at
least $1 billion in the upcoming fiscal
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year. Already, one in four Medicaid re-
cipients in Oregon is experiencing serv-
ice cuts, and more reductions are on
the way. Districts in my State have
the shortest school year of any schools
in the country. Some teachers in my
State have even agreed to work for free
in order to keep the schools open! And
things are so bad for Oregon schools
that recently the Doonesbury comic
strip dedicated a whole week of comics
to the sad state of Oregon school fund-
ing.

This proposal would bring almost
$331 million to Oregon over the next 18
months, which would go a long way to
maintain the fragile health care safety
net for vulnerable Oregonians. Bipar-
tisan support for our FMAP proposal
has grown steadily. It is supported by
groups representing the States, the el-
derly, the disabled, children, and Or-
egon’s governor Kulongoski, among
many, many others. It has support be-
cause it is a sound proposal. It provides
temporary assistance to States in a
very timely and efficient manner.

Several weeks ago, I was in Oregon
for a series of town hall meetings with
my colleague Ron Wyden. At every
stop, we spoke to people who were
being affected by the first round of
budget cuts. I can tell you, as we lis-
tened to these good people tell their
stories, there wasn’t a dry eye in the
house.

The pain is real. We have to do some-
thing and we have to do it now, and I
urge my colleagues to support this fis-
cal relief amendment to the budget.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? Does the Senator from
West Virginia yield time?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. How much
time, might I ask the Senator, does he
require?

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. I estimate
5 minutes.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator is
welcome to that.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, it is a pleasure to join with my
colleague from the State of Maine. We
have been working for a long time to
bring about help for the States in the
area of Medicaid and in the area of wel-
fare reform and social services.

Our amendment makes it clear that
the Senate recognizes the partnership
between the Federal Government and
the States, and is committed to help-
ing the States see their way out of
their dire budget situation.

How bad is this budget shortfall? The
States are currently experiencing the
worst fiscal crisis since World War II.
States have accumulated $26 billion in
deficits this year on top of $50 billion
in deficits from last year. Even greater
gaps, reaching upwards of $70 to $85 bil-
lion in deficits, are projected for the
next fiscal year. It is, in fact, a crisis.

But the budget crisis is more than
just numbers and dollars. This is about
real people. And the people of our
States have been hit hard by the tough
economic times. Nearly every State is
required to have a balanced budget,
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even during a recession. The rainy day
funds have run dry and funding for pro-
grams as critical as Medicaid have
been cut to the bone. The only option
left for many States is to cut critical
programs even further or raise taxes.

Just last year, Nebraska reduced the
number of low-income working fami-
lies that were eligible for assistance
with childcare. More than 2,000 Ne-
braska families have lost childcare as-
sistance as a result of this change.
Those hardest hit are families that
have managed to stay off welfare for
more than 2 years. These families who
have slowly but steadily made progress
to self-sufficiency may soon find them-
selves struggling to pay their childcare
bills and returning to the welfare rolls.
Childcare assistance is integral to any
effort to move families from welfare to
work and to keeping low-income par-
ents employed. State fiscal relief will
protect the progress we have made in
welfare reform over the past decade
from being undone.

Many of the other cuts are being con-
sidered in the areas of education,
health care, social services, and correc-
tions.

My office recently received a call
from Sharon Walters of Omaha, NE.
The message she relayed is a good il-
lustration of how these proposed cuts
are affecting real people. She wanted
to make sure I know the importance of
my efforts to provide State fiscal re-
lief. She represents Bethphage, an or-
ganization that provides community-
based services for people with disabil-
ities. She was worried because much of
their funding comes from Medicaid. Be-
cause of so many proposed cuts to the
Medicaid program, Bethphage and
other programs like theirs, may soon
be forced to limit the good work they
do if State budgets do not see some re-
lief soon.

State fiscal relief is not only needed
to protect education, health care, Med-
icaid and other social service pro-
grams, it is needed to stimulate our
economy.

In discussing various jobs and growth
proposals with my colleagues this year,
I have repeatedly asked them to ‘“Show
me the Stimulus” and demonstrate
how proposed tax cuts or spending will
get our economy back on track.

Although economists differ on the
stimulative effect of the varying tax
cut proposals, I think there is little
question that providing States with fis-
cal relief would be a boost to the econ-
omy. In fact, State fiscal relief may
provide more ‘‘bang for the buck’ than
many of the other stimulus proposals
being discussed. According to a recent
study done by Mark Zandi at econ-
omy.com every dollar spent in State
fiscal relief will create $1.24 in demand
the following year.

At a time when we are trying to get
the economy back on track, it would be
irresponsible for the Senate to turn its
back on this nationwide crisis and do
nothing.

It doesn’t make much sense to cut
taxes in Washington while States are
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forced to raise them in Lincoln, Des
Moines, Topeka, Pierre, Saint Paul, or
wherever and other State capitals
throughout the United States. State
fiscal relief is a commonsense approach
to getting our economy back on track.
As well, it is the right thing to do. Not
only will State fiscal relief shield the
people of our States from some of the
tough economic times, to some extent,
it will also stimulate our economy and
return individuals and States alike to
financial security.

Again, I thank my colleagues—Sen-
ators COLLINS and ROCKEFELLER—for
their work on this important effort and
urge my colleagues to join us in sup-
porting this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. I thank
my colleagues and thank the Presiding
Officer for this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic whip.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, on behalf of
Senator CONRAD, I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Maryland 20 min-
utes.

Mr. SARBANES. At most.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I in-
tend to speak to an amendment which
will be offered tomorrow. I take this
approach because I am joined in spon-
soring this amendment by Senator JEF-
FORDS, Senator MIKULSKI, and Senator
BoB GRAHAM of Florida. And they will,
presumably, be able to address the
amendment as well on that occasion.

The amendment that we will offer
will boost Federal funding for the
Clean Water and Safe Drinking Water
State Revolving Funds from the level
that is recommended in the budget res-
olution, which is $2.2 billion, to $5.2 bil-
lion; $3.2 billion of this for the Clean
Water State Revolving Fund and $2 bil-
lion for the Safe Drinking Water State
Revolving Fund.

Regrettably, the President’s budget
for fiscal 2004 and the budget resolution
severely shortchange the funds needed
by State and local governments to up-
grade their aging wastewater and
drinking water infrastructure.

The President’s budget provides only
$1.7 billion for both State Revolving
Funds, equally split. The budget reso-
lution recommends a somewhat higher
figure, a little over $2 billion for both
funds, but that is still far short of what
is needed.

Despite progress over the last three
decades, EPA reports that more than 40
percent of our Nation’s lakes, rivers,
and streams are still too impaired for
fishing or swimming. Discharges from
aging and failing sewage systems,
urban storm water, and other sources
continue to pose serious threats to our
Nation’s waters, endangering public
health and both the fishing and rec-
reational industries.

Of course, as we all realize, popu-
lation growth and development are
placing additional stress on the Na-
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tion’s water infrastructure and our
ability to make sustainable gains in
water quality.

Across the Nation, our wastewater
and drinking water systems are aging.
And, in some cases, systems currently
in use were built more than a century
ago and have outlived their useful life.

For many communities, current
treatment is not sufficient to meet
water quality goals. Recent EPA mod-
eling indicates that municipal waste-
water treatment facilities in my own
State will have to reduce nitrogen dis-
charges by nearly 75 percent to restore
the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries
to health.

In April of 2000, the Water Infrastruc-
ture Network, a broad coalition of lo-
cally elected officials, drinking water
and wastewater service providers,
State environmental and health admin-
istrators, engineers, and environ-
mentalists released a report, ‘‘Clean
and Safe Water for the 21st Century.”
This report documented a $23 billion a
year shortfall in funding needed to
meet national environmental and pub-
lic health priorities in the Clean Water
Act and in the Safe Drinking Water
Act. And all of the studies have sub-
stantiated this gap. For example, in
May of 2002—less than a year ago—the
Congressional Budget Office released a
report showing very large gaps for
clean water needs and drinking water
needs over the next 20 years.

The need for additional investment
in wastewater and drinking water in-
frastructure is clearly documented.
But States, localities, and private
sources cannot meet the funding gap
alone. Local communities already pay
almost 90 percent of the total cost, or
about $60 billion a year, to build, oper-
ate, and maintain their drinking water
and wastewater systems.

But as Administrator Whitman re-
cently pointed out:

The magnitude of the challenge America
faces is clearly beyond the ability of any one
entity to address.

States are currently facing the worst
fiscal crisis in 50 years and cannot af-
ford to make new investments in clean
water and drinking water infrastruc-
ture.

Clearly, water pollution is an inter-
state problem that requires, in part, a
Federal response. In our own case, in
Maryland, water flows into the Chesa-
peake Bay from six States. Other
States need to make investments as
well in order to clean up the watershed.
It is vital that the Federal Government
maintain a strong partnership with
States and local governments in order
to address this major environmental
challenge.

The increases provided for in this
amendment are the first step necessary
to deal with this pressing problem. It
represents an investment in the health
of Americans and a clean environment,
and is, I believe, an investment that
will pay substantial dividends.

Wastewater treatment plants not
only prevent billions of tons of pollut-
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ants from reaching our rivers, lakes,
streams, and coasts, they also help pre-
vent waterborne diseases and make
waters safe for swimming and fishing.
In fact, the Water Infrastructure Net-
work says that clean water supports
$60 billion a year in the water-based
recreation industry, at least $300 bil-
lion a year in coastal tourism, $45 bil-
lion annually in commercial fishing
and shellfishing, and hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars a year in basic manu-
facturing that relies on clean water.

According to the Water Infrastruc-
ture Network, clean rivers, lakes, and
coastlines attract investment in local
communities and increase land values
on or near the water, and that, in turn,
creates jobs, adds to the tax base, and
improves revenues for local, State, and
Federal governments. Some 54,000 com-
munity drinking-water systems pro-
vide drinking water to more than 250
million Americans. By keeping water
supplies free of contaminants that
cause disease, these water systems re-
duce sickness and related health care
costs. They reduce absenteeism in the
workforce. And they, obviously, add to
our quality of life.

Investment in the infrastructure we
are talking about here—sewer and
water improvements—would also cre-
ate substantial numbers of jobs
through construction. It would provide
an impetus to our economy at a time
when it needs an impetus.

There is strong support for increased
investment in infrastructure. Col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle have
taken a lead on this issue over the
years.

The case for the amendment is com-
pelling. Maintaining clean, safe water
remains one of our leading national
challenges. This budget resolution
should not and need not come at the
expense of human health or a clean en-
vironment. I strongly urge my col-
leagues, when the amendment is pre-
sented, to support it and to begin to
address this large funding gap that
looms into the future with respect to
this very important aspect of our do-
mestic agenda. This is both good envi-
ronmental policy and good economic
policy. Support for this amendment
will offer an opportunity to continue to
make progress on clean water and safe
drinking water. I commend the amend-
ment to my colleagues when it is
brought before them at the appropriate
time.

Mr. President, I have a number of let-
ters from organizations in support of
the amendment. I ask unanimous con-
sent to print them in the RECORD.

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

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES,
Washington, DC, March 19, 2003.
Subject: Support for the Jeffords/Sarbanes/
Mikulski/Graham SFR amendment.

DEAR SENATOR: The National Association
of Counties (NACO) supports the Jeffords/
Sarbanes/Mikulski/Graham amendment to
boost funding for the Clean Water and Safe
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Drinking Water State Revolving Funds
(SRF) from the Fiscal 2003 enacted level of
$2.19 billion to $5.2 billion.

Despite progress over the past 30 years, the
Environmental Protection Agency reports
that more than 40 percent of our nation’s
lakes, rivers, and streams are still too im-
paired to be utilized for their intended use.
And, discharges from aging and failing sew-
age systems, urban storm water and other
sources continue to pose serious threats to
our nation’s waters. Population growth and
development only place more stress on the
nation’s water infrastructure and its ability
to maintain current standards.

On September 30, 2002, the EPA released a
Clean Water and Drinking Water Infrastruc-
ture Gap Analysis. This report discovered a
$5635 billion gap between current spending
and projected water and wastewater infra-
structure needs over the next 20 years if ad-
ditional investments are not made.

It is vital that the Federal government
work with the state and local governments
to prevent this massive projected funding
gap and share the burden of maintaining and
improving the nation’s water infrastructure.
An increase in funding for the Clean Water
SRF to $2 billion in fiscal year 2004 is the
first step necessary to meet these funding re-
quirements.

Additionally, each billion dollars invested
in water infrastructure creates an estimated
40,000 jobs. So this amendment is both pro-
environmental policy and pro-economic pol-
icy. Thank you for offering this timely and
important amendment.

Sincerely,
LARRY NAAKE,
Executive Director.

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES,
Washington, DC, March 19, 2003.
Hon. PAUL SARBANES,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: On behalf of the
National League of Cities and the 18,000 cit-
ies and towns across the nation we represent,
we would like to express our support for your
efforts, along with those of Senators Mikul-
ski, Graham and Jeffords, to increase fund-
ing for the Clean Water and Drinking Water
State Revolving Funds.

As you know, our cities and towns are fac-
ing a $23 billion funding gap annually to re-
pair and replace aging infrastructure for
these critical, but unseen, services, despite
annual local expenditures of more than $60
billion for wastewater and drinking water.
We also agree that investments in our water
and wastewater infrastructure can serve as a
job creation component of an economic stim-
ulus initiative.

We applaud and appreciate your efforts and
offer any assistance we can to help you at-
tain your objective.

Sincerely,
DON BORUT,
Executive Director.

ASSOCIATION OF
METROPOLITAN WATER AGENCIES,
Washington, DC, March 19, 2003.
Hon. PAUL S. SARBANES,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: On behalf of the
nation’s largest public water suppliers,
thank you for your efforts to increase fund-
ing for the drinking water and clean water
state revolving funds (SRFs) to $5.2 billion in
fiscal year 2004. If this increase is appro-
priated, the benefits will be safer water sup-
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plies, cleaner rivers and streams, and a

stronger economy.

The Association of Metropolitan Water
Agencies represents the nation’s largest pub-
licly owned drinking water providers.
ANWA’s members serve safe drinking water
to more than 110 million Americans.

Sources including the Water Infrastructure
Network, EPA, GAO and the CBO confirm
that water systems face multi-billion-dollar
gaps in funding, as water facilities, particu-
larly underground distribution systems,
reach the end of their useful lives. According
to WIN, the gap between what utilities cur-
rently invest and what they will need to in-
vest over the next 20 years is $23 billion per
year. Water systems themselves pay the ma-
jority of infrastructure costs, but federal
help is needed, especially for metropolitan
systems.

Twenty-one States provided no assistance
to systems serving 100,000 or more people be-
tween 1996-2002. Thirteen more States pro-
vided assistance to only one or two of these
systems. Only a substantial boost in funding
will provide the opportunity to better help
our nation’s largest public water systems.

Thank you for supporting drinking water
and wastewater infrastructure funding.
Sincerely,
DIANE VANDE HEI,
Executive Director.

WATER ENVIRONMENT FEDERATION,
March 19, 2003.
Hon. PAUL SARBANES (D-MD),
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: It is our under-
standing that you and other Senators plan to
offer an amendment during consideration of
the FY 2004 Budget Resolution that would
substantially increase funds available for the
Clean Water and Safe Drinking Water state
revolving funds (SRFs). The Water Environ-
ment Federation, an organization whose
members are directly involved in the imple-
mentation of clean water programs, strongly
supports this amendment.

The need for increased investment in water
infrastructure is well documented. In Sep-
tember 2002, the Environmental Protection
Agency released a Clean Water and Safe
Drinking Water Infrastructure Gap Analysis
which found that there will be a $535 billion
gap between current spending and projected
needs for water and wastewater infrastruc-
ture over the next 20 years if additional in-
vestments are not made. In May 2002, the
Congressional Budget Office released a re-
port that estimated a spending gap for drink-
ing water between $132 billion and $388 bil-
lion over 20 years and the spending gap for
drinking water needs at between $70 billion
and $362 billion over 20 years.

WEF, founded in 1928, is a not-for-profit
technical and educational organization with
members from varied disciplines who work
toward the WEF vision of preservation and
enhancement of the global water environ-
ment. The WEF network includes more than
100,000 water quality professionals from 79
Member Associations in 32 countries.

Sincerely,
TIM WILLIAMS,
Managing Director,
Government and Public Affairs.
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ASSOCIATION OF
METROPOLITAN SEWERAGE AGENCIES,
Washington, DC, March 19, 2003.
Hon. PAUL SARBANES,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Hon. JIM JEFFORDS,
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Hon. BARBARA MIKULSKI,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Hon. BOB GRAHAM,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS: On behalf of the nearly 300
publicly owned wastewater treatment agen-
cy members who provide treatment to a ma-
jority of Americans, the Association of Met-
ropolitan Sewerage Agencies (AMSA) offers
its support for your amendment to the Fiscal
2004 Budget Resolution. Your amendment
would boost funding for the Clean Water
State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) from its cur-
rent funding level of $1.35 billion to $3.5 bil-
lion in fiscal year 2004, an increase which
AMSA believes would mark an important
first step toward developing a long-term,
sustainable solution for the wastewater in-
frastructure funding gap.

As your March 14 Dear Colleague letter
aptly states, ‘It is vital that the Federal
government maintain a strong partnership
with states and local governments in avert-
ing this massive projected funding gap and
share in the burden of maintaining and im-
proving the nation’s water infrastructure,”
Your amendment demonstrates that water
quality remains a high priority for the 108th
Congress and helps bring the significant goal
of overcoming the clean water funding gap
within reach.

AMSA’s overarching goal is to ensure
America’s clean water progress. Once again,
we thank you for your support of the na-
tion’s publicly owned treatment works and
for your help in meeting this critical na-
tional objective. AMSA looks forward to
working with you on a long-term, sustain-
able funding solution for the nation’s core
wastewater infrastructure. If you have any
questions, please contact me at 202/833-2672.

Sincerely,
KEN KIRK,
Executive Director.
ASSOCIATION OF
CALIFORNIA WATER AGENCIES
Washington, DC, March 19, 2003.
Hon. PAUL SARBANES,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Hon. JIM JEFFORDS,
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Hon. BARBARA MIKULSKI,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Hon. BOB GRAHAM,
U.S. Senate Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS: The Association of Cali-
fornia Water Agencies (ACWA) strongly sup-
ports your proposed amendment to the fiscal
year 2004 Budget Resolution to increase
funding for the Clean Water and Safe Drink-
ing Water State Revolving Funds (SRF's).

Throughout the United States, these pro-
grams provide indispensable resources to
rural areas and municipalities alike for
projects that enable compliance with drink-
ing water standards, protection of water-
ways, sanitation, environmental preserva-
tion and more. The SRF's are the backbone of
our water infrastruce, and with increasingly
severe demands on water supplies, the Funds
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will become more important in the years
ahead.

Last year the U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency acknowledged a multi-billion
dollar need for reinvestment in our water in-
frastructure, and this ‘‘funding gap’ is the
ongoing subject of bipartisan legislation.

ACWA represents 440 public water agencies
in California collectively responsible for
more than 90 percent of the water delivered
for residential and agricultural use.

Thank you for your efforts to increase
funding for water infrastructure in the 2004
budget, and we look forward to working with
you to advance this worthwhile goal.

Sincerely,
DAVID L. REYNOLDS,
Director of Federal Relations.
AMERICAN SOCIETY OF
C1vIiL ENGINEERS,
Washington, DC, March 19, 2003.
Hon. PAUL SARBANES,
Hart Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: I am writing on
behalf of the 130,000 members of the Amer-
ican Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) to
support passage of your amendment to in-
crease funding for the Clean Water Act and
Safe Drinking Water Act State Revolving
Loan Fund (SRF) programs for fiscal year
2004.

Two years ago ASCE released its 2001 Re-
port Card for America’s Infrastructure. At
that time, we found that the nation’s aging
wastewater and drinking-water systems re-
ceived an overall grade of D. These systems
are quintessential examples of aged systems
that need to be updated. For example, some
sewer systems are 100 years old. Many older
drinking-water systems are structurally ob-
solete.

The annual funding shortfall of $11 billion
for drinking-water and $12 billion for waste-
water only accounts for improvements to the
current system and do not even take into
consideration the demands of a growing pop-
ulation.

The amendment that you propose would
help make an important down payment on
the necessary investment in our long-ne-
glected water systems.

If ASCE can be of any assistance in this
important endeavor, please do not hesitate
to contact Brian Pallasch at 202-326-5140 or
Michael Charles at 202-326-5126.

Sincerely yours,
THOMAS L. JACKSON, P.E.,
President.
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA,
McLean, VA, March 19, 2003.
Hon. JAMES M. JEFFORDS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

Hon. BARBARA A. MIKULSKI,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

Hon. PAUL S. SARBANES,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

Hon. BOB GRAHAM,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS JEFFORDS, MIKULSKI, SAR-
BANES, AND GRAHAM: I am writing on behalf
of the more than 2,000 members of the Con-
struction Management Association of Amer-
ica (CMAA) to express our strong support for
the proposed amendment you plan to offer
today during consideration of the FY 2004
Budget Resolution, which would increase
funding for the Clean Water and Safe Drink-
ing Water State Revolving Funds (SRF) from
the Fiscal 2003 enacted level of $2.2 billion to
$5.2 billion.
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CMAA is an industry association of firms
and professionals who provide program and
construction management services to owners
in the planning, design and construction of
capital projects of all types. CMAA’s mission
is to ‘‘promote professionalism and excel-
lence in the management of the construction
process.”’

As you are well aware, America’s water in-
frastructure systems are aging, deteriorating
and demanding attention. Reports show that
municipal sewer systems overflow some
40,000 times annually. In addition, approxi-
mately 42 million Americans are served by
old sewer systems that don’t even separate
storm water from waste. The need for im-
provement is clear, and growing.

According to a 2001 report published by
The Water Infrastructure Network (WIN), of
which CMAA is a member, wastewater sys-
tems faced a daunting capital investment
shortfall of approximately $12 billion each
year over the next two decades. A similar re-
port by the Congressional Budget Office
(CBO) concluded in 2002 that ‘‘costs to con-
struct, operate, and maintain the nation’s
water infrastructure can be expected to rise
significantly in the future.” The CBO con-
servatively estimated that the needs would
be $13 billion annually for wasterwater sys-
tems over the next 20 years.

An increase in funding for the Clean Water
SRF to $3.2 billion and for the Safe Drinking
Water SRF to $2 billion in fiscal year 2004, as
proposed in your amendment, would help ad-
dress this massive water infrastructure fund-
ing gap.

Once again, CMAA offers its strongest sup-
port for this important amendment and com-
mends you for your leadership in helping to
address our nation’s water infrastructure
funding gap. Should you have any questions
or comments, please do not hesitate to con-
tact Elizabeth Aronson, our Director of Gov-
ernment Affairs, at 703/216-3248.

Thank you for the opportunity to com-
ment on this important matter.

Sincerely,
BRUCE D’AGOSTINO,
Executive Director.
THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL
CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA,
Alexandria, VA, March 18, 2003.
Hon. PAUL SARBANES,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: As you consider
the Fiscal Year 2004 Budget Resolution, the
Associated General Contractors of America
(AGC) urges you to support the Jeffords-Sar-
banes-Mikulski-Graham amendment to boost
funding for the Clean and Safe Drinking
Water State Revolving Funds. The amend-
ment would increase funding from the Fiscal
Year 2003 enacted level of $2.19 billion to $5.2
billion.

AGC is proud of the role the construction
industry has played in improving water qual-
ity. However, the needs facing our nation’s
wastewater and drinking water systems are
tremendous. The EPA reports that more
than 40 percent of our nation’s lakes, rivers,
and streams are still too impaired for fishing
or swimming. Discharges from aging and
failing sewage systems, urban storm water
and other sources continue to pose serious
threats to our nation’s waters, endangering
not only public health, but also fishing and
recreation industries. Population growth and
development have placed additional stress on
the nation’s water infrastructure and its
ability to sustain the water quality gains re-
alized since the inception of the Clean Water
Act. Today, maintaining clean, safe water
remains one of our greatest national and
global challenges.

In May 2002, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice released a report that estimated the

March 19, 2003

spending gap for clean water needs between
$132 billion and $388 billion over 20 years and
the spending gap for drinking water needs at
between $70 billion and $362 billion over 20
years. In September 2002, the EPA released
the Clean Water and Drinking Water Infra-
structure Gap Analysis which found that
there will be a $535 billion gap between cur-
rent spending and projected needs for water
and wastewater infrastructure (combined)
over the next 20 years if additional invest-
ments are not made. When the analysis was
released Administrator Whitman pointed
out, ‘. . .the magnitude of the challenge
America faces is clearly beyond the ability
of any one entity to address.”

The funding included in this amendment
will improve our water systems, the environ-
ment, and also create tens of thousands of
jobs. Please support the Jeffords-Sarbanes-
Mikulski-Graham amendment.

Sincerely,
STEPHEN E. SANDHERR,
Chief Executive Officer.

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator yield
for a brief question?

Mr. SARBANES. I am happy to yield.

Mr. NICKLES. I missed the opening
part of his comments. Can the Senator
tell me how much money is involved
and over what period of time?

Mr. SARBANES. The amendment has
another $3 billion for these purposes,
both for the Clean Water and the Safe
Drinking Water State Revolving
Funds. These are the moneys that go
into the State Revolving Funds. Then,
of course, they have to be matched by
the States and often the localities. So
the amount of money is leveraged sig-
nificantly beyond what the Federal
contribution would be.

Mr. NICKLES. So there would be a
total of $3 billion over the 10-year pe-
riod of time.

Mr. SARBANES. Another $3 billion,
that is right.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank my friend. Am
I correct it would be offset, reducing
the tax reductions that are in the pro-
posal?

Mr. SARBANES. The bill has room in
it for $726 billion worth of tax cuts. Ob-
viously, this raises the question of pri-
orities. Is it more important to give
these particular tax cuts, which, of
course, I believe strongly are heavily
weighted towards the wealthy, as op-
posed to making some investment in
programs of this sort? We have to con-
nect the two. I am willing to look at
doing reasonable tax cuts, but I think
what is in the resolution, as the chair-
man knows from my statements in
committee, is far too excessive. If it
were up to me, I would reduce that
amount. I would use a limited portion
of it to fund some of these priority pro-
grams. I would use the remainder of it
to hold down the deficit so we are not
projecting such large deficits out into
the future.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague for offering his amend-
ment. We will consider the amendment
tomorrow. We have already had three
or four amendments that are in the
queue tomorrow. I understand there
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will be others. We have asked other
Senators to come forward tonight to
offer their amendments. The Senator
from Maryland is doing that and ex-
plained it. I appreciate his explanation
of the amendment. I am sure we will
try to get that in the queue. I know
Senator CRAPO has an interest on this
issue as well.

It is 8:45, and we have requested col-
leagues if they had amendments to
bring those to the floor. I am con-
cerned about having a vote-arama or
having so many people saying: Wait a
minute, I didn’t have a chance to offer
my amendment.

We have been saying all along that
we would be in session very late to-
night to receive amendments. We will
be in session very late tomorrow to-
night to dispose of amendments. I
would like to see if we can’t work out
some amendments, accept some
amendments, voice vote some amend-
ments, and work toward completing
this bill and avoid the crash at the end,
the vote-arama where we have votes on
amendments without having the slight-
est idea what is in them. We have done
that in the past. That is not a good
way to legislate. I would like to avoid
that if possible.

I thank my colleague from Maryland
for coming late tonight and offering
the amendment. I wish more Senators
would have. I look forward to working
with him tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum and ask unani-
mous consent that the time be charged
equally.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at 4 p.m. on
Thursday, the Senate proceed to a se-
ries of votes in relation to the fol-
lowing amendments: Kyl amendment
No. 288; Dorgan amendment No. 294;
Rockefeller-Collins amendment No.
275. I further ask unanimous consent
that no second-degree amendments be
in order to any of the preceding amend-
ments prior to the vote, and that there
be 2 minutes for debate equally divided
prior to each vote.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask if the
Senator will modify his unanimous
consent request that there be 10 min-
utes between the second and third
votes.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to limit the time
on the last two amendments to 10 min-
utes.

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to a period for morning busi-
ness.

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

——
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2001
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise

today to speak about the need for hate
crimes legislation. In the last Con-
gress, Senator KENNEDY and I intro-
duced the Local Law Enforcement Act,
a bill that would add new categories to
current hate crimes law, sending a sig-
nal that violence of any kind is unac-
ceptable in our society.

I would like to describe a terrible
crime that occurred on September 12,
2001, in New York, NY. Five teenagers
attacked an Arab-American candy
store owner. The teenagers stopped in
front of the small store and asked the
owner, who stood in the doorway, ‘Do
you feel sorry for America?’”’ Without
waiting for a response, one teen
punched the owner, sending him reel-
ing backwards onto the floor, bleeding
heavily. The assailants were able to
flee from the scene before witnesses
could catch them.

I believe that Government’s first
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend
them against the harms that come out
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement
Enhancement Act is a symbol that can
become substance. I believe that by
passing this legislation and changing
current law, we can change hearts and
minds as well.

———
ZORAN DJINDJIC

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the cold-
blooded assassination of Serbian Prime
Minister Zoran Djindjic is a tragedy
not only for Serbia, but for the other
former Yugoslav republics whose fu-
tures are so closely linked. I knew and
admired Prime Minister Djindjic from
our meetings in Washington, and I
want to express my deepest sympathy
to his family and to the Serbian people.

Zoran Djindjic was a charismatic and
courageous leader who recognized that
Serbia’s best hope, after years of na-
tionalist-inspired ethnic hatred and
war destroyed Yugoslavia and caused
the deaths of hundreds of thousands of
innocent people, was to follow the path
of democracy and the rule of law. This
was not an easy choice, as it required
confronting the forces of corruption
and evil which, despite the overthrow
of Slobodan Milosevic, have sought to
preserve the status quo.

It was Prime Minister Djindjic who,
at considerable personal risk, obtained
Milosevic’s arrest, after President
Kostunica refused to cooperate with
the Hague tribunal. Turning over
Milosevic was a Kkey step, but Mr.
Djindjic understood that it was only
the first step toward a formal break
with the failed policies of the past.
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For the past 3 years, the Congress
has provided substantial aid to support
economic and political reform in Ser-
bia. However, we have also made clear
in legislation and in discussions with
Serb officials, that continued coopera-
tion with the Hague prosecutor is es-
sential for continued United States aid
to Serbia. There were times in our dis-
cussions when Serb officials com-
plained bitterly that the United States
and the Hague prosecutor were pres-
suring them too hard to apprehend and
transfer suspected war criminals. In
fact, they did so even before the arrest
of Milosevic. We responded that while
we did not expect them to apprehend
all the indictees in Serbia overnight,
the United States cannot provide mil-
lions of dollars in aid unconditionally
to a government that harbors indicted
war criminals.

Since the arrest of Milosevic, the
Serb Government’s cooperation with
the Hague tribunal has been sporadic.
Mr. Djindjic wanted to move faster,
while Mr. Kostunica stood in the way.
While some indictees have been turned
over, 18 remain at liberty and access to
witnesses and documents necessary to
the prosecution of these cases has been
unsatisfactory. Moreover, there has
often been no cooperation until just
weeks or days before the deadline in
U.S. law for the cutoff of aid.

I mention this because immediately
after Prime Minister Djindjic was
gunned down some Serb officials
blamed his assassination on the pres-
sure exerted on Serbia by the United
States and the war crimes prosecutor. I
understand that reaction. It is conven-
ient to blame others rather than to ac-
knowledge the difficult but essential
task at hand—to remove from the secu-
rity forces those Milosevic loyalists in-
volved with and protecting organized
crime figures and war crimes suspects.
But I believe that had the Serb Govern-
ment moved faster, and more aggres-
sively—as Prime Minister Djindjic
urged for the benefit of the Serbian
people and the survival of democracy—
to arrest those who made no secret of
their efforts to thwart reform, this
tragedy might have been avoided.

Zoran Djindjic’s death has kindled an
outpouring of sympathy. Millions of
Serbs have taken to the streets to ex-
press their support for the policies he
fought for. Let us hope that just as
millions of Serbs joined together three
years ago to oust Milosevic from
power, Zoran Djindjic’s death will be
the catalyst for a renewed and unre-
lenting effort to destroy the remaining
vestiges of the Milosevic era. The
United States stands ready to strongly
support that effort. There is no alter-
native, if Serbia is to take its place in
today’s democratic Europe.

———

HONORING AMERICAN SOLDIERS

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I rise to
honor our brave soldiers fighting in the
global war on terrorism. We recently
passed the first anniversary of Oper-
ation Anaconda, a critical seven-day
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